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no such measure as that advised in the Registrar’s Report 
will be introduced during the present session. The Land 
Registry does not favour straightforward intimations of this 
kind ; they are attended with the risk that, when‘once the 
landed proprietors of England come to understand that the 
result of the proposal would be the inevitable confiscation of 
portions of their land abutting on land registered with a 

ry title, with the chance of confiscation of the whole of 
their land, the passing of the Bill would become impossible. 
The course to be pursued will in all probability be similar to that 
which was so successful in the case of the “detached Tudor 
building ” ; and although procedure by way of private Bill will 
be impossible, we may some fine morning wake up to find that 
the measure has been quietly introduced and pushed to a 
Second Reading before the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have made any preparations for organizing an 


opposition. 





Te rriat of the action of Summers & Payne (Limited) v. 
Brassey, before Mr Justice CHANNELL and a special jury, at the 
recent Hampshire Assizes, was remarkable for singular conduct 
on the part of the jury. The action was brought by the 
plaintiffs for work done in the repair of a yacht called The 
Czarina, of which the defendant was the owner. The yacht 
had been damaged whilst it was in the custody of the plaintiffs 
by fire caused by the upsetting of a lamp, and the main question, 
which was raised upon a counterclaim, was whether this fire 
was caused by the negligence of the plaintiffs. The defendant 
accordingly began at the trial, completed his case, and the 
plaintiffs’ counsel opened his case in rebuttal of that of the 
defendant, stating that he should call witnesses. The court 
then adjourned for luncheon. Upon the return of the learned 
judge, a paper was handed to him by the foreman of the jury. 
The contents of this paper were not published, but it has been 
said that it stated, in substance, that the jury had no wish to 
hear more of the case, but were ready to decide in favour of the 
defendant. The learned judge said that the communication was 
an improper one, and he could remember no similar instance in 
the whole course of his experience. The counsel for the 
plaintiffs asked that the jury might be discharged. Mr. Justice 
CHANNELL, while regretting the useless expense, thought that 
this course was inevitable, and inasmuch as it would not, in the 
circumstances, be satisfactory for him to try the case without a 
jury, and the parties could not agree to have the case tried at 
the same assizes by another jury, the cause was made a remanet. 
It is, of course, common enough for juries, when the case for 
one of the parties is closed, to say that they are ready to give 
their verdict against him without waiting for the evidence on 
the opposite side, but it seems strange that special jurymen 
should think that they were at liberty to decide against one of 
the parties without hearing his case. 





Ir 18 REALLY very extraordinary, remarks a correspondent, 
writing on the above-mentioned case, to find special jury- 
men so utterly misunderstanding their duties. In the case 
of a petty or a common jury, such conduct would be suffi- 
ciently remarkable; but more intelligence is expected from 
special jurymen. This sort of thing only shews how careful a 
judge ought to be to make sure that a jury does understand its 
duties, and to warn them before an adjournment to avoid 
discussing the issue and to keep their minds open. Of course, 
it is very common to hear judges give such warnings. Of all 
juries, however, who require guidance as to their duties, a 
quarter sessions grand jury probably requires guidance the 
most. One would think that every reasonably intelligent citizen 
knew something of the duties of an ordinary jury; but the 
duties of a grand jury are much more obscure, and it is easy to 
confuse them with the duties of the common jury. At assizes a: 
grand mg is composed generally, to a great extent, of magis- 
trates. These gentlemen, of course, know what they have to do. 
But a quarter sessions grand jury is drawn from a different 
class, not 60 familiar with judicial matters. Hence much delay 
is caused occasionally by the jury laboriously trying a case. 
This waste of time might be saved if the chairman, before 
dismissing them to their duties, were to shortly expound those 


| duties to them, and explain that it is only necessary for them tp 
satisfy themselves that there is a primd facie case against the 
accused. 





A RATHER curious point, of considerable interest to those who 
have to act as chairmen of meetings called under the variong 
Local Government Acts for any purpose, arose in Rex vy, Th 
Mayor of Dover before the Divisional Cuurt this week. Indeed, 
the question whether a proper demand has been made for a 
and whether, if such a demand has once been made, it can be 
withdrawn after the meeting has come to an end, is one which 
may arise at almost any meeting of any corporation or company, 
It is true that in such cases there may be special regulations 
governing the procedure to be followed at such meeting, and 
these points may possibly be covered bysuchrules. But in those 
cases, as a rule, there are no detailed rules on these points, and the 
procedure is often merely analogous to that under the meeti 
, prescribed by the Local Government Acts. The rule which, it 
is submitted, it is safest for a chairman to act upon is, that any 
demand for a poll, if clearly and unequivocally expr 
whether clothed in formal language or not, should be considered 
sufficient ; and that, once made, no such demand should be allowed 
to be withdrawn after the meeting has come to an end. For it 
is obvious that at many meetings, such, for instance, as 
meetings of parish councils, at which a poll may in certain 
cases be demanded, the demand for a poll will very 
likely be made very informally. As to allowing the demand to 
be withdrawn, Darume, J., in Rex v. The Mayor of Dwr 
intimated that he was prepared to hold that no such withdrawal 
could be permitted when once the meeting had broken up, 
Obviously, if such a proceeding were allowed, a bogus claim for 
a poll might be put forward, and, having been accepted by the 
chairman, be relied upon by others present as securing a poll, 
and to allow it to be withdrawn subsequently to the meeting 
would defeat the rights of those other people who would have 
demanded a poll but for this bogus demand. But it is submitted 
that logically the rule should be carried still further, and that 
no withdrawal should be allowed under any circumstances, or at 
any rate not after the close of the meeting, whether the meeting 
has actually physically broken up or not. For once a poll is 
demanded and accepted, people may leave the meeting satisfied 
with that result having been obtained. 





An atrEempt has been made in London and County Contracts 
(Limited) v. Tallach (ante, p. 255) to alter the rule that a bankrupt, 
though he can in general deal with property acquired after the 
bankruptcy which has not been claimed by the trustee, cannot 
do so with regard to real estate, and hence he is incapable of 
conferring upon a purchaser of such estate a good title. Es 
the words of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, the general disability 
of the bankrupt to deal with any after-acquired property seems 
clear. Under section 54 the “ property ” of the bankrupt vests in 
the trustee, and by section 44 the property includes ‘‘ all such pro- 
perty as may be acquired by or devolve on him before his dis- 
charge.” But it was settled by Cohen v. Mitchell (38 W. R. 557, 
25 Q. B. D. 262) that these expressions are to be read subject 
to the rule previously established, and then declared, that “ until 
the trustee intervenes, all transactions by a bankrupt after his 
bankruptcy with any person dealing with him bond fide and for 
value, in respect of his after-acquired property, whether with 
or without knowledge of the bankruptcy, are valid against the 
trustee.” There is no distinction here between real and 
personal property, and the rule is clearly wide enough to 
cover eac ; but in Re New Land, fe. Association and 
Gray (40 W. R. 295; 1892, 2 Oh. 138) the Court of Appeal 
excluded real property, upon the ground that the estate in such 
property could not be allowed to shift from the bankrupt to the 
trustee on the mere intervention of the latter, and must be held 
to be in the trustee throughout. The difficulty seems to be 
imaginary, and would exist equally in the case of leascholds; 


yet in Re Clayton and Barclay’s Contract (48 W, R. 549; 1894, 
2 Ch, 212) Ourrry, J., held that they fell within the rule ia 
Cohen ¥. Mitchell,. The law is admittedly in an unsatisfactory 
state, and a Bill to amend it was introduced last year by 
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can be altered, and in London and County Contracts (Limited) v. 


Tallach Kexewtcu, J., had no option but to hold that a title to 


freeholds derived under the trustee in bankruptcy prevailed over 
a title derived from the bankrupt. 





_ Ture 1s some difficulty in reconciling all the cases as to the 
evidence which will be considered sufficient to warrant the 
committal of a debtor for non-payment of a debt under the 
Debtors Act, 1869. In a case heard a few days ago, an 
application was made to the Divisional Court for a prohibition 
restraining the county court judge of Durham from acting upon 
an order committing the debtor to prison for twenty-eight days 
for non-payment of a debt. The question was whether there 
was sufficient proof that the debtor had the means of paying the 
debt. It was stated that the only evidence upon which the judge 
acted was that of the solicitor for the creditors, who spoke to 
having seen the debtor riding in a trap, smoking cigars; that 
he was wearing a watch and chain, and that he frequented 
public-houses. It was also stated that he had been seen to pay 
the wages of men employed in building some houses. It was 
proved, on the other hand, by the debtor’s son, that his father had 
no means; that the trap belonged to the son; that the watch 
and chain had been pledged for money lent, and that the work- 
men paid by the debtor were at work upon houses which 
belonged to his wife. It will be seen that the creditors’ evidence 
merely came to this, that he believed from the debtor’s mode 
and style of living that he was in a position to pay the debt. 
This called for an answer, and the answer given was that the 
debtor had no means whatever. He might have acted 
dishonestly in incurring debts without any reasonable expectation 
of being able to pay them, but the question—which was purely 
one of fact—was whether, in the circumstances, there was any 
ground for inferring that he had money to pay them. The 
Divisional Court, however, refused to grant the prohibition. 
Mr. Justice Dartine is said to have observed that the fact that 
counsel appeared in support of the application was some 
evidence that the debtor had means. We cannot think that this 
fact could be relied upon, as it occurred after the order of 
committal. In Chard v. Jervis (9 Q. B. D. 178), which is not 
referred to by the court, evidence much stronger than that 
brought against the debtor was held insufficient to support an 
order of committal. 





Userut As the provisions relating to drunken husbands and 
wives contained in the new Licensing Act are likely to be, there 
seems to be some indication of a tendency to abuse those 
provisions. Husbands are discovering that, if they can make 
out a sufficient case before the magistrates, the Act supplies 
them with a ready and cheap mode of getting rid of an 
undesirable wife. Magistrates, especially the metropolitan 
police magistrates, appear to be quite alive to this danger; but 
it is often very h: to get at the real facts, and the law is not 
quite as clear as it might be. Section 5 of the Act gives a court 
of summary jurisdiction power, on the application of a husband, 
to make an order, having the force of a decree of judicial separa- 
tion, where the wife is ‘“‘a habitual drunkard as defined by 
section 3 of the Habitual Drunkards Act, 1879.” In the last 
mentioned section a “ habitual drunkard” is defined to be “a 
person who, not being amenable to any jurisdiction in lunacy, 
is, notwithstanding, by reason of habitual intemperate drinking 
of intoxicating liquor, at times dangerous to himself or 
herself or to others, or incapable of managing himself or herself 
or his or her affairs.” It is apparent at once that the word 
“habitual,” and the expression ‘at times,” are somewhat 
ambiguous. According to the dictionaries,. ‘‘ habitual” seems 
to mean almost the same as ‘“‘ customary”; and a person who 
does a thing habitually does it as a custom or habit and very 
frequently. Now, “intemperate drinking,” it will hardly be 
denied, may go on for a very long time without ever leading to 
actual drunkenness, thou i it may lead to much waste, ex- 
travagance, and misery. Is a man enabled to get rid of a wife 
who drinks in this way? Olearly not, unless she is ‘at 
times dangerous or incapable of managing herself” as a 
result of such drinking. But if a woman becomes incapably 
twice in a year, she may be said to have been 





during that year “at times” incapable of ing herself, 
Does the Act then apply? Probably it was ait hematin apply. 
It was intended to apply only where ‘the alleged habitual 
drunkard was very frequently incapable or dangerous. It is 
only such — who ought to be deprived of their liberty in 
inebriate houses of detention, and it was with a view to such 
detention that the definition was framed. The definition does 
not appear to have ever yet been formally considered by the 
High Court, and in view of the difficulties of applying it, 
it is highly desirable that it should be so considered. As things 
stand at present, it is often extremely difficult to draw 
the line, and very hard to say whether a given person is 
or is not a habitual drunkard. This difficulty is the husband’s 
opportunity, and unless magistrates are very careful, the Act 
will be used for purposes never contemplated by Parliament. It 
is submitted that, reading the whole definition together, no one 
can properly be called a habitual drunkard who is not frequently 
found in an advanced state of intoxication, with short intervals 
only between successive times of being in such a state. It is 
only such persons who ought to be deprived of liberty ; and it 
is only ian persons who ought to come under the new provisions 
as to judicial separation. The danger of abuse is, of course, 
especially great where the wife has no legal assistance, while the 
husband has such assistance. 





WE HaAveE read with some perplexity the considered judgment 
of Mr. Justice Wricut in The Columbus Co. v. Clowes, which 
was delivered on the 23rd of January. The facts of the case 
were simple. The plaintiffs, who were lessees of a piece of land 
in Carmelite-street, in the City of London, employed the 
defendant as their architect to prepare plans and specifications 
for a factory to be erected on that site, and to engage a quantity 
surveyor to take out the quantities for the plans. The defendant, 
being under the impression that the dimensions of the piece of 
land in question were less than was actually the case, did not 
measure the land, but prepared specification and plans in 
accordance with what he believed to be the dimensions of the 
site, and employed a surveyor to take out the quantities from 
these plans. The plaintiffs, believing that the plans and 
quantities were correct, paid the defendant £200 and the sur- 
veyor £200 in respect of the work done by them. The plaintiffs 
were, however, unable from lack of funds to erect the buildi 
as they intended, and ultimately they _— with the lease. It 
was then discovered that the plans and quantities were incorrect, 
as they did not cover the whole of the site, and the plaintiffs 
brought this action claiming the return of the money paid as 
having been paid upon a consideration which had wholly failed, 
or, in the alternative, damages for negligence. At the trial 
evidence was given to shew that the difference in the 
quantities which the surveyor had prepared in accordance 
with the original plans and those which would be necessary 
in the case of a building to cover the whole site 
would be about £40. In these circumstances we should 
have assumed that there were two questions—first, were the 
plaintiffs entitled to treat the contract as rescinded and to 
recover back the money which they had paid as upon a failure 
of consideration? and, secondly, assuming that the P opin 
had no right to rescind, what were the damages which they were 
entitled to recover by reason of the plans being defective, and 
(though admittedly of some value) inferior to the plans con- 
tracted for? The learned judge seems to accept these proposi- 
tions, but, after deciding that the — had no right to 
rescind, as there was not a complete failure of consideration, he 
proceeds : *‘I have no evidence before me that the plans, whether 
correct or not, have any value in themselves. It seems to me 
that the most that the plaintiffs can get is the reasonable cost of 
making the plans good. But there comes the difficulty. . . . 
It is clear that the plaintiffs suffered no real damage, since the 
were never in a financial position to make use of the plans. 
think, therefore, they are only entitled to nominal damages.” 
We have much difficulty in following this reasoning. We 
cannot see that it was material that the were not used. If 
the owner of a private library, intending to offer it for sale, 
were to employ some skilled person to prepare a catalogue for a 
fixed sum to be paid in advance, could he not recover damages 
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if the catalogue supplied to him were wholly defective, and 
would the fact that he had abandoned his design of selling the 
library be any reason for reducing his claim to one for nominal 
damages? We cannot distinguish this case from the one before 
the learned judge. 





Tue precision of Wricut, J., this week in Re English and 
Ayling (reported elsewhere) is an interesting addition to the 
recent authorities on the right of a sheriff who has levied 
execution, and who has remained in possession for more than 
twenty-one days, to recover out of the goods possession fees 
beyond that period. Of course the duty of the sheriff, on 
receipt of the writ, is to seize and then to sell as soon as he 
conveniently can; but he is frequently requested to postpone a 
sale either by the execution creditor or the execution debtor, or 
both, and he may, in consequence, find himself in a position of 
considerable difficulty. If the request comes from the creditor 
alone, it is possible that he is bound to obey it, though this is 
not clear ; Put, at any rate, he cannot recover against the debtor, 
or his trustee in bankruptcy, the increased fees thereby incurred : 
Re Finch, Ex parte Sheriff of Essex (40 W. R. 175). Where, 
however, the debtor has joined in the request, the case would 
seem to be different. The sheriff is now acting with the consent 
of both parties, and in Re Hurley (41 W. R. 653) Vaucnan 
Wits, J., held that, upon the subsequent bankruptcy of the 
debtor, the full possession money was payable out of the goods. 
That decision was given upon section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1890, under which the sheriff, in the event of his being served with 
notice of a receiving order before the execution is completed, is 
bound on request to deliver the goods and any money already 
received to the official receiver, “‘ but the costs of the execution 
shall be a first charge on the goods or money so delivered.” 
Vavucnan Wiis, J., held that the phrase “costs of the execu- 
tion” covered the full possession fees during postponement of 
sale at the joint request of creditor and debtor. The learned 
judge’s attention, however, was apparently not called to the fact 
that under section 1 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, the holding of 
the goods by the sheriff for twenty-one days is an act of bank- 
ruptey on the part of the debtor, and therefore the general 
creditors have an inchoate right in the goods. If no bankruptcy 
petition is presented within three months, then this act of bank- 
fuptcy is ineffectual, and, as was held by the Court of Appeal in 
Re Beeston (47 W. R. 475; 1899, 1 Q. B. 626), it is no bar to the 
recovery of full possession fees, although bankruptcy occurs at a 
later date; but Luvnrzy, L.J., pointed out that it might be 
different if a petition was presented within the three months. 
The title of the trustee in bankruptcy would then relate back to 
the act of bankruptcy committed by the sheriff's twenty-one 
days’ possession, and the power of the debtor to consent to any 
further postponement of sale would be gone. In Re Hurley the 
bankruptcy was within the three months, but this point was not 
taken. It has now been taken in Re English and Ayling, and 
has been held by Wricut, J., to be good. The “costs of the 
execution’ which the sheriff can recover out of the goods are 
such costs as he can justify ; and these include possession mone 
only for a reasonable time—some eight or ten days—and suc 
further time as is authorized by a person competent to deal with 
the goods. The debtor can authorize possession up to twenty- 
one days, but whether he can authorize it beyond depends on 
the contingency of a bankruptcy petition being presented within 
three months. Obviously, therefore, the sheriff cannot safely 
postpone the sale beyond twenty-one days unless his fees are 
guaranteed by the execution creditor. 








An Order in Council, printed in the London Gaztte of Tuesday last, 
deals with British jurisdiction in Siam and repeals the previous Siam 
Orders in Council of 1889, 1898, and 1900. ‘The order provides for a Court 
for Siam, with one judge of the court, who is to be a member of the bar of 
England, Scotland, or Ireland, of not less than five years’ standing. He 
may hold a commission from his Majesty as Consul-General or Consul, and 
in his absence from the Consular district of Bangkok the minister may 
appoint as acting or assistant judge either the Consul at Bangkok or a 
person duly qualified to act. Provision is also made for the jurisdiction of 
district courts under consular officers, and the es jurisdiction of the 
Supreme Court of the Straite Settlements. Part III. of the order contains 
the provisions a« to criminal, and Part IV. those as to civil jurisdiction. 


— 


A New Form of Strict Settlement. 
of Chattels. 


In the last edition of Wolstenholme and Capron’s Forms and 
Precedents the learned authors have solved a problem that has 
been a puzzle to many generations of conveyancers—namely, 
how to settle chattels so as to devolve with settled realty 
according to the usual limitations of a strict settlement. 

The plan hitherto adopted for the settlement of leaseholds 
for years to devolve with freeholds in strict settlement is to 
assign them to trustees, upon trust to pay the rents and perform 
the covenants of the lease, and subject thereto to hold the pro- 
perty upon trusts corresponding with the uses of the freeholds 
so far as the difference of tenure and the rules of law and equity 
will permit, ‘‘ but so that the premises shall not vest absolutely 
in any person hereby made tenant in tail by purchase unless he 
shall attain the age of twenty-one years, but on his death under 
that age shall devolve as if the same had been freeholds of 
inheritance hereby settled.” In the case of chattels to be 
enjoyed as heirlooms the general scheme is the same, but the 
reference to the limitations of the freeholds is generally effected 
by saying that the chattels are ‘“‘to devolve as heirlooms with 
the freeholds hereby settled.” 

If either of these forms is used, and the first tenant in tail 
by purchase dies under twenty-one, he takes nothing, and the 
property devolves with the freeholds on the next person entitled 
—1.¢., if the person so dying leaves a child who becomes tenant 
in tail on his death, on such child; butif he leaves no issue in 
tail, on the next remainderman. It will be observed that there 
are cases where, if the trusts are in this form, the freeholds and 
leaseholds may become separated. If the first tenant in tail 
dies under twenty-one, leaving an heir in tail in whom the 
chattels vest, it may happen that, on the death of the latter, the 
chattels will vest in his next-of-kin, who probably will not be 
the person taking the freeholds. Also, if the first tenant in tail 
attains twenty-one, and thus becomes absolutely entitled to the 
chattels, and dies before a resettlement is made, the chattels may 
devolve on his next-of-kin, and thus become separated from the 
freeholds. 

The older conveyancers adopted a slightly different form of 
settlement of heirlooms, framing the trust so that only persons 
becoming entitled to the freeholds in possession became entitled 
to them; the result being to prevent any resettlement of them 
in the lifetime of the tenant for life, and the modern form was 
adopted to obviate this inconvenience. 

Various suggestions have from time to time been made 
having for their object the keeping of the freeholds and lease- 
holds or heirlooms tegether, but, so far as we are aware, none of 
them have been adopted in practice. The late Mr. Onartzs 
Davinson states (3 Dav. Pre. 626 note) that a clause had been 
suggested giving a general power of appointment, within the 
limits of the life estates and twenty-one years afterwards, to the 
persons competent to disentail, and subject thereto suspending 
the right of a yeh A during that period. He inclines to the 
opinion that the inconvenience arising from the risk that the 
chattels may vest absolutely in a tenant in tail in remainder is 
not sufficiently considerable to render it advisable to resort to “a 
wholly new and experimental mode of settling the chattels.” 

Mr. WotsTenxHoLme’s suggestion is to declare that the chattels 
shall not vest absolutely in any tenant in tail by purchase unless 
he attains twenty-one, and one of two things also happens— 
that is to say (1) that within twenty-one years from the death 
of the tenant for life such tenant in tail by purchase becomes 
entitled in possession to the freeholds, or (2) that, with the 
consent of the protector, he bars the entail in the freeholds. 
It will be observed that, if this scheme is adppted and the entail 
is not barred, the eldest son of the tenant for life who survives 
him and attains twenty-one takes; and that if the entail is not 
barred, and if the eldest son dies in the lifetime of the tenant for 
life leaving a child who inherits the freeholds, that child will 
not take the chattels. It is perhaps hardly necessary to provide 
for this case, as the great probability is that, on the marriage of 
the eldest son of the tenant for life, the property will be dis- 





entailed, in which case he will acquire the chattels, 
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Mr. Worstennotme adds a provision to be inserted if the 
settlement contains a shifting, or name and arms, clause, that 
the proviso for cesser shall cease to apply to the cha “ after 
the same shall, or would but for proviso, have vested 
absolutely.” s , 

If the name and arms or shifting clause is restricted to 
igentes fox Bi ae senente ip. ol Dy pemenaes as is the case in 
the forms in Key and Elphinstone, this provision is not necessary, 
but if it is not so restricted, such a provision is necessary to 
avoid transgressing the rules as to perpetuities. It will be 
observed that a shifting clause affecting the estate of a tenant 
in tail taking freeholds by descent is not too remote, because it 
might have Feat barred by the tenant in tail by purchase, but 
if trusts of leaseholds are declared in Mr. Wo.tsTENHOLME’s 
form, by reference to freeholds affected by such a clause, the 
trusts of the leaseholds will be too remote, as there is no manner 
of barring them. eae ‘ 

We have only one word of criticism—and that is pies 
hypercriticism—to make on Mr. Wotstmnnotme’s forms. It 

ill be observed that one of the cases in which the tenant in tail 
by purchase attaining twenty-one is to become entitled to the 
chattels is ‘if, with the consent of the protector, he bars the 
entail of the freeholds.” Possibly questions may arise as to the 
effect of this provision if the tenant in tail bars the entail in 
part only of the property ; therefore we suggest that, where the 
trust concerns leaseholds, the provision should be ‘if, with 
the consent of the protector; he bars the entail in the 
whole of the freehold hereditaments and of the money 
liable to be laid out in the purchase of land which at the 
date of the disentailing assurance shall be subject to the 
then subsisting uses or trusts of this settlement.” If the 
trust concerns heirlooms in a settled house, it may be proper to 
say ‘with the consent of the protector bars the entail in the 
mansion house at ——.” 

While we feel very strongly the danger of new forms of 
assurance, and remember the fate of the unlucky Ricuxt, J., 
who has been held up to derision for many centuries on account 
of his folly in attempting to frame a new form of settlement 
(see Co. Lit. 3775), we venture to commend Mr. WoLsTENHOLME’s 
new forms to practitioners for consideration. 








“Wilful Default” by a Vendor. 


Tue difficulty in construing the common clause in contracts of 
sale which requires the purchaser, in case of delay in com- 
letion, to pay interest on the purchase-money after the date 

ed for completion, if the delay is due to any cause other than 
“wilful default”? on the part of the vendor, is well known, and 
it is illustrated by the fact that the Court of Appeal have 
differed on the question of wilful default in Bennett v. Stone 
(ante, p. 278), though, upon the ground that in any case the 
delay was really attributable to the — they were 
unanimous in affirming the decision of Buoxtezy, J. (50 W. R. 
118; 1902, 1 Ch. 226), By an agreement dated in September, 
1898, the defendants agreed to sell to the plaintiff certain 
lands for £75,000, of which £1,000 was to be paid 
as a deposit, and the balance on the 2nd of January, 
1899. The purchaser was to be entitled to the rents and profits 
from the 25th of December, and there was a clause of the 
nature just stated binding him to pay interest on the purchase- 
money if completion was delayed beyond the 2nd of January. 
The deposit was paid, but the purchase was not completed on 
the day named, the immediate cause of delay being that the 
parties differed as to the form of conveyance. The draft con- 
veyance submitted by the purchaser contained words assuring to 
him the benefit of certain covenants entered into by a third 
person with respect to the land. The vendors claimed to insert 
words restrictive of this assurance, and in June, 1899, the 
purchaser commenced an action for specific performance. 

In this action he was successful, Buoxixy, J., holding that the 
defendants were wrong in insisting on the additional words, and 
judgment was given in February, 1900, for specific performance, 





interest to be computed on the balance of the purchase-money 
from the 2nd of January, 1899, and an account to be taken of | 
rents and profits received by the vendors. In working out the 


judgment a sum of £8,661 was found by the master to be due 
or interest, and the receipts in respect of rents and profits were 
£776 with outgoings of £1,797. The outgoings were in the main 
due to the fact that the tenant of the part of the land 
had given up possession, and the defendants had worked it 
themselves. The master’s certificate was made on the 
13th of January, 1901, and the purchaser took out a 
summons to vary it by disallowing the interest and 
also in other respects. But in the meantime there had been 
further delays in completion, and the draft conveyance was not 
sent in till the 5th of March, 1901, more than a year after the 
judgment. In the opinion of Bucx.ey, J., the cause of the 
delay was that the plaintiff had not got the money ready for the 
completion of the purchase, and upon the hearing of the 
summons to vary the master’s certificate, he held that there had 
been no wilful default on the part of the vendors, but that, if 
there had been, it was not the real cause of the delay, and that, 
consequently, the purchaser could not escape payment of 
interest. 

It would seem that, in construing conditions which throw 
payment of interest on the purchaser, it does not make any 
great difference whether the condition is in form absolute, so as 
apparently to make the purchaser liable in any event, or whether 

ere is an exception for the case of wilful default on the part 
of the vendor. Even where the condition requires the pur- 
chaser to pay interest in the event of delay “from any cause 
whatever” this is not construed with strict literalness. The 
vendor is not entitled to take advantage of his own wrong, and 
though difficulties arising from the state of the title do not 
exempt the purchaser from liability, it is different where there 
is serious misconduct on the part of the vendor. In such a case 
he cannot claim interest: Williams v. Glenton (L. R. 1 Oh. 
200). 

The insertion in the condition of an exception for the case of 
‘* wilful default” on the part of the vendor thus does little more 
than introduce a qualification which even without these words 
would be understood, but a considerable number of recent cases 
have been concerned with the question whether under given cir- 
cumstances the vendor has been in fact ble with wilful 
default. In Re Young and Harston’s Contract (34 W. R. 84, 31 
Ch. D., p. 174) Bowzn, L.J., gave as complete a definition as 
is possible, perhaps, of wilful default in the abstract. Default, 
he said, ‘means nothing more, nothing less, than not doing 
what is reasonable under the circumstances—not doing some- 
thing which you ought to do, having regard to the rela- 
tions which you occupy towards the other ns in 
in the transaction.” d “wilful” merely means “ that the 
person of whose action or default the expression is used is a free 
agent, and that what has been done arises from the spontaneous 
action of his will. It amounts to nothing more than this, that 
he knows what he is doing, and intends to do what he is doing, 
and is a free agent.” And the learned judge concluded: ‘‘ You 
cannot define the words ‘wilful default’ more than I have 
defined them.” 

But the test of the sufficiency of an abstract proposition is its 
ready applicability to concrete cases, and, viewed in this light, 
the definition in Re Young and Harston’s Contract has not removed 
all difficulty. It was held in that case that a vendor is in wilful 
default who goes abroad for a holiday just before the day 
fixed for — and a like result was arrived at in Re 
Hetling and Merton’s Contract (42 W. R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 269), 
where the conveyance tendered by the vendors was executed 
on behalf of a trustee abroad under a power of attorney which 
they should have known was insufficient. The delay caused by 
obtaining execution by the ‘trustee himself was due to their 
wilful default. “If,” said Lovprey, L.J., “a vendor knows 
the material facts—knows that there are difficulties which it is 
his duty to overcome—knows that he may not be able 
to overcome them by the time fixed for completion, and 
he fails to .overcome them by that time . . . the d 
caused by such failure on his is attributable to his 
wilful default in the sense in which that expression 
is used in contracts of this description.” The case seems to fall 
fairly enough within Bowsn, L.J.’s, definition. There is default 
in that the vendor fails to do what is reasonable, and, since he 
is acquainted with all the circumstances, this is wilful. But a 
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nicer question arises where the delay is due to a mistake or 
oversight of the vendor. Prima facie there is, then, no wilful 
default on his part, for if his attention has not been called to 
the matter, his will has not had an opportunity of asserting 
itself. But it would be wrong to apply the above definition 
with too much strictness to such a case. The definition, 
as Linptey, L.J., pointed out in Re Mayor of London 
and Tubb’s Contract (1894, 2 Ch., p. 536), presupposed 
knowledge of what was done and intention to do it, and 
Bowen, L.J., was not addressing himself to the case of an 
honest mistake or oversight. Where, however, the vendor has 
raised difficulties by a mistake as to his title which he ought not 
to have raised, it would not be safe to conclude that he can 
shelter himself under the plea that his default is not wilful. 
His first duty is to be acquainted with his own title, and if he 
omits inquiries which ought reasonably to be made, this omission 
is wilful and seems to involve the consequences of wilful default. 
In Re Mayor of London and Tubb’s Contract, however, the mistake 
was held to be under the circumstances excusable, and there was 
no wilful default. 

But suppose that the vendor’s mistake is not due to any question 
of fact or matter of title which he would in the ordinary course 
at once proceed to rectify, but that it is a mistake as to his 
rights, and that he persists in it after his attention has been 
called to it by the purchaser, so that litigation results. Is the 
consequent delay in this case due to the vendor’s wilful default ? 
Bucxtey, J., held in Bennett v. Stone (supra) that it was not. 
The vendors were all the time under an honest mistake as to 
their rights, and there was no wilful default in their continuing 
to assert their rights until an adverse judgment was pronounced. 
And the same view was taken by Cozens-Harpy, L.J., in the 
Court of Appeal. The penalty on the vendors, he pointed out, 
was that they had to pay costs, but they were throughout acting 
under an honest mistake, and they were not chargeable with 
wilful default so as to exempt the purchaser from his liability to 
pay interest. On the other hand, Vavenan Wituiams and 
Srreiixe, L.JJ., held that the vendor was only at liberty to 
shelter himself under his mistake up to the point when his 
attention was called to it by the purchaser. Referring to the 
decision in Re Mayor of London and Tubb’s Contract (supra), 
Srietixe, L.J., pointed out that it only covered the case of a 
mistake eaetlay made at first, and not persisted in when 
called to the vendors’ attention. He held that the vendors 
acted unreasonably in refusing to comply with the purchaser’s 
requirements as to the form of conveyance, and hence there 
was default; and, since they did this deliberately, they were 
guilty of wilful default. In the result this point was not 
material, for it was held that the delay was in fact due to the 
purchaser, but apart from this the decision would have been 
against the vendors. It would seem, therefore, that a vendor is 
guilty of “wilful default” if he delays completion by setting 
up an erroneous view of his own rights, notwithstanding that he 
acts in good faith—a result which seems fair enough as a 
general rule, though it does not readily accord with the ordinary 
idea attached to the phrase. . 
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Futt TExT OF THE MEASURE. Compiled by Harr.ey B. ¥, 
MorTHeErsote, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Hadden, Best & Co, 


The three last-mentioned books are unpretending little works, each 
useful in its way, but laying no claim to the dignity of a legal text. 
book; each contains the full text of the new Act and a summary or 
analysis of its main provisions, intended for the use of those concerned 
with its administration and not, primarily at all events, for mere 
lawyers. The handbook for members of local education authorities 
is the fullest of these three volumes, but its usefulness is, to ow 
thinking, marred by the form of the index, which refers, not to the 
pages of the work where a particular subject is dealt with, but merely 
to the sections of the Act. 

The edition of the Act produced by Mr. Casson and Mr. Whiteley 
does credit to their industry: within a very short space of time after 
the passing of the Act they have given us a historical introduction, an 
abundant annotation of the text, and have set out in appendices not 
only certain official memoranda and regulations, but the text of the 
prior Elementary Education Acts (so far as unrepealed), reprinted 
with such modifications as are, in the authors’ view, necessary 
to bring them into harmony with the Act of 1902. The result 
of so much industry is not all that could be desired —the 
introduction is too historical; a plain and succinct description 
of the system which is partially superseded by the new Aet 
would have been more useful than a perfunctory account of the 
state of English education from the medieval times of ‘‘ pious and 
great-souled”’ founders to the time when ‘‘ Robert Raikes started 
Sunday-schools.” The notes tothe Act contain useful information, but 
consist too largely of extracts from statements made in Parliament 
during the passage of the Bill; such statements are a notoriously 
unsafe guide to the meaning and effect of the Act. Nor are the notes 
free from inaccuracy ; the statement that the Council of the Isles of 
Scilly was formed by an order of 1890 under section 49 of the Local 
Government Act, 1894, ought to have caught the attention of a care- 
ful reader of proofs, but the numerous printer’s errors betray the haste 
with which this book was prepared. The method in which the earlier 
Acts are treated appears to us highly dangerous; the interpolation 
(without the warning note of italics} into their text of words and 
expressions used in the Act of 1902, however carefully done, is calcu- 
lated to lead the unwary reader into grave errors of construction. The 
index is very fair, the type and get. up lack clearness. 

Messrs. Barlow and Macan’s book is the best we have yet seen upon 
the Act. The introduction gives exactly what is wanted in a book 
dealing with a very recent statute—a clear account of the 
previously existing law, followed by a sketch, arranged under 
appropriate headings, of the new piece of legislation; in the 
present case both subjects are treated clearly, accurately, and in a 
sufficiently comprehensive manner. The notes on the text, though 
hardly exhaustive, are always to the point, and call attention to the 
difficulties of interpretation, if they do not always supply the key; 
and this is all that can be expected in a work on a statute which 
follows on the Royal Assent so quickly as this book has done. The 
prior Education Acts are not set out, so that the book must not be 
considered as a complete work on the law of education—such is not 
the authors’ intention. We should be glad to think that a more im- 
portant work, dealing with all the Acts, may yet proceed from the 
same pens. If this should be so, we would suggest that more pains 
should be bestowed on the index; the index to the present volume 
is far from adequate. A form of scheme for an education committee 
under section 17 of the new Act is given in the appendix, and is said 
to be that already adopted by a county council—that county council 
would appear to have gone far beyond the necessities of the case— 
and the draft contuins far more than is directed by the section to be 
provided for in such a scheme, 
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&e., Referred to. Edited by Epwarp Brat, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
jntterworth & Co. 
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Alphabetical Order in Continuation of Chitty’s Statutes. With 
Notes, Incorporated Enactments, and Selected Statutory Rules. By 
J.M. Leny, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The American Law Review, January-February, 1903, Editors: 
Seymour D. Tuompson, St. Louis; Leonanp A, Jones, Boston, 
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Correspondence. 


Solicitors at Somerset House. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I wish you would allow me to call attention in your columns 
to the way solicitors are treated who attend with counsel at Somerset 
House before the registrars on the hearing of Probate and Divorce 
summonses. 

I attended upon two such summonses this morning. The respective 
counsel were provided with seats at the table on either side of the 
registrar. Next my counsel’s seat were two other vacant chairs, upon 
one of which I proceeded to seat myself—much to the horror of the 
attendant, who at once told me that I must not sit there, as those were 
counsels’ seats. I inquired ‘‘ Am I to stand up, then, all the time my 
summonses are being discussed, like a clerk or schoolboy?” The 
attendant was unmoved. He replied that I was to do so. . 

Not satisfied with this decision, I appealed to the registrar’s clerk, 
who substantially upheld the attendant, but was good enough to add 
that if I was tired I could go and sit on a chair at the back of the 
room. AsI should not have been able to follow the argument or to 
speak to my counsel (who was only “‘ devilling,” and required prompt- 
ing) from a chair at the back of the room, I did not avail myself of the 

rmission thus graciously bestowed. My summonses lasted fully 

If-an-hour, and I stood the whole time at the table. Physically it 
did me no harm, but it was bad for me morally as exciting a latent, 
and hitherto unsuspected, disposition towards profanity. 

I think that if you will be so kind as to print this letter the attend- 
ant and the clerk may perhaps relent and recognize that solicitors, 
whose duty it is, as we all know, to be sat upon, may occasionally 
have a correlative right to sit. Frep. J. Maw. 

Mowbray House, Norfolk-street, Strand, Feb. 13. 





How Not to Deal With Arrears. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I was very pleased to see that a special court had been 
constituted to deal with arrears in the Court of Appeal, but I do not 
see the reason for having this special court if one division of the 
Court of Appeal is not to sit on Saturday, as was the case on 
Saturday, the 14th inst., or if both divisions of the Court of Appeal 
are not to sit on the day that Parliament is opened. Seeing that 
no member of either division 1 or division 2 is a peer, it does seem 
rather hard that litigants should be deprived of their services in order 
that they may be present at a ceremonial. It was enacted by a very 
old statute that justice was not to be denied to anyone, and the delay 
in the Court of Appeal is, I think you will agree, equivalent toa 
denial of justice, E. T. HARGRAVES. 

3, Abchurch-lane, London, E.C., Feb. 18. 





Income Tax 
{To the L.itur of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

_ Sir,—“ A Country Solicitor” is not alone in his troubles respecting 
income tax assessment, but when in practice I usually found that 
“peace” followed when I was able to say that the return had been 
made upon the certificate of well-known accountants, or when my 
client elected to have his claim investigated by Special Commissioners. 
Perhaps one or other of these suggestions may be helpful to “A 
Country Solicitor.” 


Feb. 16. OnE Wuo Has Been Turovuen THE MILL. 








Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Covenant to Pay Ontgoings.—-Where, under the Public Health 
Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), the expenses of paving or other works 
are charged upon adjoining property, the charge takes effect by 
section 257 so soon as the works are complete, and is not deferred 
until the expenses have been apportioned: Ae Bettesworth and Richer 
37 Ch. D. 535). And it is the same with works done under the 

vate Street Works Act, 1892 (55 & 56 Vict. c. 57), which by 
section 13 directs that the tinal apportionment shall be charged on 
the premises ‘to the like extent and effect as under section 


287 of the Public Health Act, 1875.” Hence, in Stuck v. 
Meakin (48 W. R. 420; 1900, 1 Ch. 683), it was held 
hat, if premises are sold free from ineumbrances after 


works are complete and the charge has attached, but before 


which the vendor must discharge. A similar question arises when in 
the same interval a lease is made of the property with a covenant by 
the lessee to pay ‘‘all present and future outgoings charged upon the 
premises.” The words ‘‘ present and future” are meant to distinguish 
between outgoings of a nature in existence at the commencement of 
the lease pe those which may arise hereafter, and the covenant only 
applies to outgoings in respect of which a charge attaches after the 
commencement of the lease. Hence the lessee is not liable to pay the 
sum apportioned after the commencement of the lease for works 
—e before.—SurTEES v. WoopuovusE (C.A., Feb. 7) (ante, 
p- 276). 
Company Law. 

Shareholder —Agreement to Vote in a Praticular. Way.— Where 


shareholders have agreed to vote in a particular way—e.g., in favour 
of, and not against, the re-election of a particular person as a director 
—they will be restrained from voting in contravention of their agree- 
ment. It is immaterial that they are directors, or even executors, if 
the transaction of which the agreement forms part is a transaction 
entered into for the benefit of their testator’s estate. GREENWELL v. 
PorTER (Swinfen Eady, J., Jan. 21, 1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 530). 
Shareholder—Right of Trustee in Bankraptcy to Registration.— 
Clause 13 of Table A to the Companies Act, 1862, provides that ‘‘ any 
person becoming entitled to a share in consequence of the ‘ 
bankruptcy of any member may be registered asa 
member upon such evidence being produced as may from time to time 
be required by the company.” When the trustee in bankruptcy of a 
member applies to be registered, the company must give him ‘‘ clean” 
registration, and has no right to enter in the register of members, or 
endorse on the new share certificate, a statement that the shares are 
subject to the company’s lien for debts owing by the bankrupt.—RE 
W. Key & Son (Liuitrp) (Bye, J., Jan 22, 1902) (1902, 1 Ch. 467). 

Transfer of Shares in Biank by Trustse to Mortgagee—Prior 
Right of ‘‘Cestui que Trust.”—Articles of association provided 
that ‘‘ the transferor shall be deemed to remain the holder of such 
share until the name of the transferee is entered in the register in 
respect thereof,” and that the transfer might be in the usual common 
form—i.e., not under seal. A. held shares in his own name in trust 
for his wife, and by a blank transfer under seal mortgaged the shares 
to B., who took without notice of the trust. B. afterwards filled in 
his name as transferee and sent the transfer in for registration. 
Before registration A.’s wife intervened, and her title was held to 
prevail over that of B. The ground of the decision was, that on 
articles in the above form, having regard to previous cases, a legal 
title was not acquired as against an equitable owner before registra- 
tion, or at any rate until the transferee had a present absolute and 
unconditional right to registration. The point was, however, taken 
in argument, that, as the transfer was by deed it was avoided by filling 
in the name.—IRELAND v. Harr (Joyce, J., Jan. 20, 1902) (1902, 1 
Ch. 512). 





Common Law. 
Settlement — Pauper in Hospital—Home for Paying Patients.— 


In the appellant’s union there is an institution or *‘ home” for 
epileptics, which is partly endowed and partly supported by voluntary 
contributions and by payments made on behalf of the patients. It has 
a regular staff of medical men and nurses. A young man named 
Coxon, who had never lived in the union so as to acquire a settlement 


therein, became an inmate of this imstitution, and remained 
there for about nine years, a weekly sum _ having been 
paid by his relations for his maintenance and treatment. 
Coxon was then discharged as incurable, and thereupon 


became chargeable to the respondent union as an inmate of the 
workhouse. This was a case stated for the opinion of the we 
Court as to which union the pauper Coxon was chargeable. By the 
Poor Removal Act, 1846, s. 1, the time during which a person is “a 
patient in a hospital” is not to be taken into account in computing 
the time during which residence in a union renders a person irre- 
movable. And by the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1876, s. 34, it is 
provided that where any person has resided in -_ parish for a term 
of three years under such circumstances as to render him irremovable 
during each of the three years, he shall be deemed to have acquired a 
settlement in that parish. Held, that the institution came within 
the word *' hospital’ in the former section, although payment was 
made for the patient ; that Coxon had not acquired a settlement in 
the appellant's union by his nine years’ residence therein ; and that he 
was chargeable to the respondents’ union.—GUARDIANS OF ORMSKIRK 
Union v. GUARDIANS OF CHORLTON Unton (67 J. P. 28). 








“You have no right to ask me the question ! ** was Edwards's retort te 
the inquiry whether he was guilty or not guilty of the murder of Mr, and 
Mrs. Darby—somewhat similar, says the. Ss, James's Gazette, to the Irish. - 
man’s ‘Shure, isn’t that what the jury have come here to find out?” or, 





‘bY apportionment it becomes payable, the amount is an incumbrance | 





the other Lrishman who, asked whether he was guilty or not guilty, 
** 


replied diplomatically ‘* Qi am! 
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New Orders, &c. 


Order as to Supreme Court Fees, 1903. 


I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, by and with the advice and 
consent of the undersigned Judges of the Supreme Court, and with 
the concurrence of The Lords Commissioners of his Majesty’s Treasury 
do hereby in pursuance and execution of the powers given by the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, and all other powers and 
saibaniles enabling me in this behalf Order and direct in manner 
following as to proceedings before an Official Referee : 

The fees Nos. 88, 89, 90, and 91 of the Order as to Supreme Court 
Fees, 1884, are hereby annulled, and the following Fees shall stand 
in lieu thereof : ‘ 

£s. d. 


88. On every Reference on entering a case fortrial .. 1 0 0 
89. In London or Middlesex, for every hour or part of 
an hour the referee is occupied, including 
examination of witnesses, if any... oe «a O10 © 

90. On every Reference (not in London or Middlesex)... 5 0 0 

And for every hour or part of an hour the 
referee is occupied beyond two full days... 

91. On every sitting elsewhere than in London or 

Middlesex, a further fee for every night the 
Referee shall be absent from London 2, 
And for his clerk... ese dee eee von O50 2 

The fee No. 88 shall be due and payable by the party entering the 
case for trial when the order of reference is entered with the Official 
Referee’s Clerk. 

If and when the case is tried credit shall be given against the 
hearing fees for the fee No. 88 but in no case shall such fee be repaid. 

All fees shull be payable in advance by the party having the conduct 
of the case from day to day as the case proceeds. 

In any case in which a party may have paid an amount in excess of 
the fees due the party so paying shall be entitled to the return of any 
amount so paid in excess upon the certificate in writing of the Official 
Referee indorsed upon the form provided for that purpose. 

This Order shall come into operation on the 1st day of March, 1903. 
(Signed) HAatssvry, C. 

ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
F. H. JEUNE, P. 
A. KEKEWICH, J. 


010 0 


The 10th of February, 1903. 


The Colonial Probates Act, 1892. 


Orper 1x CovnciL. 

At the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 16th day of February, 1903. 
Presert, The King’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas, by the first section of the Colonial Probates Act, 1892, it was 
enacted as follows: 

** Her Majesty the Queen may, on being satisfied that the Legislature of 
any British Possession has made adequate provision for the recognition in 
that Possession of Probates and Letters of Administration granted by the 
Courts of the United Kingdom, direct by Order in Council that this Act 
shall, subject to any exceptions and modifications specified in the Order, 
apply to that Possession, and thereupon, while the order is in force, this 
Act shall apply accordingly.” 

And whereas, His Majesty the King is satisfied that the Legislature of 
the British Possession hereinafter mentioned has made adequate provision 
for the recognition in that Possession o1 Probates and Letters of Adminis- 
tration granted by the Courts of the United Kingdom. 

Now, therefore, His Majesty, by virtue and in exercise of the powers by 
the above recited Act in His Majesty vested, is pleased by and with the 
advice of His Most Honourable Privy Council to order, and it is hereby 
ordered, as follows : 

The Colonial Probates Act, 1892, shall apply to the British Possession 
hereunder mentioned : 

The Colony of the Transvaal. 

And the Right Honourable Aretas Akers-Douglas, one of His Majesty's 

Se ies of State, is to give the necessary directions herein 


accordingly. A, W. FitzRoy 





The Patents Act, 1902. 
Orprr 1x Corycit. 

At the Court at Buckingham Palace, the 16th day of February, 1903. 
Present, The King’s Most Excellent Majesty in Council. 

Whereas by the third section of an Act of Parliament passed in the 
second year of His Majesty’s reign intituled ‘‘The Patents Act, 1902,” it 
is amongst other things enacted that any person interested may present a 

ition to the Board of Trade alleging that the reasonable requirements 
Lb ae public with respect to a patented invention have not been satisfied, 





the Judicial Committee under this section, and subject thereto such 
proceedings shall be regulated according to the existing procedure and 
practice in patent matters : 

And whereas His Majesty in Council has deemed it expedient to make 
rules regulating proceedings in such Petitions before the Judicial Com. 
mittee, 

His Majesty is therefore pleased by and with the advice of His Privy 
Council to approve of the several rules and regulations contained in the 
Schedule hereunto annexed and to order, as it is hereby ordered, that on 
and after the making of this Order the same be respectively observed. 

A. W. FirzRoy, 
The Scnepvute above referred to. 


Rules to be observed in Proceedings before the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council under the Patents Act, 1902, section 3. 

I. On receiving written notice from the Board of Trade that a Petition 
has been referred to the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, the 
Petitioner shall, after satisfying the requirements of Rules LI. and IV,, 
apply to the Judicial Committee to fix a time for hearing the Petition. 

iI.—(a) No application to fix a time for hearing Petition shall be made 
unless the Petitioner shall have previously given notice to the Patentee, 
to the Opponents, and to any other person claiming an interest in the 
patent as exclusive licensee or otherwise, that the Petition has been referred 
to the Judicial Committee, that it is his intention to apply to the Judicial 
Committee on aspecified day, which day shall be not less than four weeks 
from the date when the notice is served or sent, to fix a time for hearing 
the Petition, and that any person desiring to be heard before the Judicial 
Committee at the time so fixed must enter a Caveat at the Council Office 
on or before the day so specified. 

(4) The said notice shall be served in the usual way, but where the 
person to be served resides or has his 4" place of business outside 
the United Kingdom, it may be sent to him by post in a registered 
envelope. 

III.—(a) Any person claiming an interest in the patent as exclusive 
licensee or otherwise, whether he has received the notice prescribed by 
Rule II. or not, shall, if he desires to be heard before the Judicial Com- 
mittee, enter a Caveat at the Council Office on or before the day specified 
by such notice, provided always that, if he has not received the said 
notice, or if he resides or has his principal place of business outside the 
United Kingdom, he may apply to the Judicial Committee to extend the 
time for entering his Caveat on the ground that the time limited by such 
notice is insufficient. 

(6) Every Caveat shall specify the Caveator’s address for service, which 
address shall be within four miles of the Council Office. 

IV. An application to the Judicial Committee to fix a time for 
the hearing of the Petition shall be accompanied by eight 
printed copies of Specification, and by an affidavit of the Petitioner 
showing the persons to whom, and the manner in which the notice pre- 
scribed by Rule IT. has been given. 

V. The time for hearing a petition shall be fixed by an Order of the 
Judicial Committee, and shall be not less than four weeks from the day on 
which the application for fixing the same is made. The Petitioner shall, 
immediately after the issue of such Order, give public notice thereof 
by advertising the same once at least in the ‘‘ London Gazette’’ and in the 
‘*Times,”’ and in such other newspaper or newspapers (if any) as the 
Judicial Committee may direct. After completing such advertisements, 
= Petitioner shall forthwith lodge an affidavit thereof at the Council 

flice. 

VI. The statements contained in the affidavits required by Rules IV. 
and V. may be disputed upon the hearing. 

VII. The Petitioner shall be entitled to be served by the Cuveators, not 
less than three weeks before the day of hearing, with notice of the 
grounds of their respective objections, if such grounds are different from 
or additional to those taken by them in the proceedings before the Board 
of Trade. Copies of all Objections, or additional Objections, so served as 
aforesaid, shall be lodged at the Council Office not less than fourteen days 
before the day fixed for the hearing. ‘ 

VIII.—(a) All Petitions and other documents lodged at the Council 
Office shall (unless the Judicial Committee otherwise direct) be printed in 
the form prescribed by the Patents Rules of the Board of Trade which are 
in force for the time ing, and the parties shall furnish as many copies 
of the documents lodged by them as shall be required by the Judicial 
Committee. 

(6) Parties shall be entitled to have copies of all papers lodged in respect 
of the Petition at their own. expense. 

IX. No solicitor or agent shall be entitled to conduct proceedings under 
this Act before the Judicial Committee unless he is a solicitor or agent 
admitted to practice before the Privy Council in accordance with Her late 
Majesty's Order in Council of the 6th March, 1896. Such solicitor or 
agent shall be allowed the same fees, and the same Council Office fees 
shall be chargeable in — of proceedings under this Act, as are 
—— by the general Rules applicable to proceedings before the 

udicial Committee. 

X. Application to the Judicial Committee to fix a time for hearing the 
Petition and on other matters of procedure shall be addressed in the first 
instance to the Registrar of the Privy Council, who shall take their Lord- 
ships’ instructions thereon and communicate the same to the parties. 
In cases of doubt the Registrar may, or, if so requested by any of 
the parties, he shall, enter the application for hearing before their 


praying for the grant of a compulsory licence, or, in the alternative, | Lordships’ Board. 


for the revocation of the patent; that the Board of Trade shall in the 
citcumstances set ont in 
Committee of the-Privy Council ; and that His Majesty in Council may 


make rules of procedure and practice for regulating proceedings before 





XI. The Judicial Committee may excuse the parties from compliance 


section refer the petition to the Judicial ' with any of the requirements of these Rules, and may give such direc 


in matters of Fy crcgs v0 and practice and otherwise as they shall consider® 
to be just and expedient. 
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XU.—(a) Any affidavits, statutory declarations or other documentary 
evidence which may have been furnished to the Board of Trade, or any 
copies thereof which may be referred by the Board to the Judicial Com- 
mittee, may be received in evidence in proceedings under this Act before 
the Judicial Committee, subject to such cross-examination of any of the 
deponents as may be permitted by the Judicial Committee. The Judicial 
Committee may require the production of any original documents copies of 
which are tendered in evidence under this Rule. 

(s) The parties may tender before the Judicial Committee such further 
documentary or other evidence as they may be advised. 

XID. The Judicial Committee may refer any matters in connection with 
proceedings under this Act to be examined and reported on in the same 
manner as matters may be referred by them under section 17 of the Act 3 
and 4 Will. 4, c. 41 (Judicial Committee Act, 1833). 

XIV. The Judicial Committee will hear the Attorney-General or other 
Counsel on behalf of the Crown on the question of granting the prayer of 
any petition. Counsel on behalf of the Crown is not sopsleed to give 
notice of the grounds of any Objection he may think fit to take or of any 
evidence which he may think fit to place before the Committee. 

XV. Costs incurred in the matter of any Petition under this Act shall 
be taxed by the Registrar of the Privy Council, or other officer deputed by 
the Judicial Committee to tax the same, and the Registrar or such other 
offiger shall have authority to allow or disallow in his discretion all pay- 
ments made to persons of science or skill examined as witnesses. 








Result of Appeals. 


Appeal Court I. 
(Final List.) 
Kodak (Limited) +. Robert Clark (Surveyor ot Taxes) (Revenue Side). 
Appeal of respondent from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated 
June 19, 1902. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 13. 


Scoble and Others rv. The Secretary of State in Couneil of India. Appeal of 
plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated June 16, 
1902, without a jury, Middlesex. Ailowed with costs. Feb. 13. 

(Chancery Division.—General List.) 

Richard de Winton. Richards v. Evans. Appeal of plaintiff from order 
of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated July 4, 1901, part heard May 28 and 
29, before Vaughan Williams, Romer, and Stirling, L.JJ. (restored 
Nov. 19, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 14. 

(Original Motion.) 

Boyd v. Everett. Appeal of plaintiff for leave to set down appeal not- 
withstanding same out of time. Referred back to judge without appeal 
by consent. Feb 14 

(Interlocutory List.) 


Steggels v. Gill. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice Walton, 
dated Jan. 21, 1903. Allowed with costs. Feb. 16. 


Kolchmann +. Meurice. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice 
Walton, dated Jan. 27, 1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 16. 


Symonds v. Mercier. Appeal of defendant from order of Mr. Justice 
Walton, dated Jan. 26, 1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 16. 


Drews v. Berger. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Walton, 
dated Jan. 27, 1903. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 16. 
Falcon Steamship Co. (Limited) v. Siveright, Bacon & Co. {Limited). 
Appeal of plaintiffs from order of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated Feb. 
9, 1903, and cross notice by defendant, dated Feb. 12, 1903. Dis- 
missed with costs. Feb. 16. 
(Final List,) 


Thomas Hudson, Appellant ». F, W. Gribble (Surveyor of Taxes) (Revenue 
Side), Respondent. Appeal of app-llant from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Philiimore, dated June 19, 1904, Dismissed with costs. Feb. 18. 


Robert Bell, Appellant v. F. W. Gribble (Surveyorof Taxes) (Revenue Side) 
Respondent. Appeal of respondent from judgment of Mr. Justice, 
Phillimore, dated June 19, 1902. Allowed with costs. Feb, 18. 


Robert L. Hunter (Suppliant) v. The King (Révenue Side). Appeal of the 
Attorney-General for the Commissioners of Inland Revenue from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated June 18, 1902. Allowed 
with costs. Feb. 18. 


The British Oil Cake Mills (Limited) (Appellants) v. The Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue (Respondents) (Revenue Side). Appeal of appellants 
from order of Mr. Justice Phillimore, dated Jan. 29, 1902. Dismissed 
with costs. Feb. 19. 


Appeal Court II. 
(Motion (by order).) 

Roberts and Another v. Guildford Electricity Supply Co. (Limited). 
Application of defendants for stay of execution, &c. Allowed wit 
costs. Feb, 13, 

(General List.) 
ell and Another v. Marsh and Another. Appeal of defendants from order 
_. of Mr, Justice Buckley (set-down July 10, 1902). Allowed with 


costs. Feb. 13. 





(Original Motions.) 
The London and County Contracts (Limited) v. Tallack. ins of 
defendant for security for costs of appeal. Struck out for want of 


oo Asad papers to be forwarded to Incorporated Law Society. 
eb. 18. 


In re Joseph Greenough, deceased. Woolf v. Pemberton. Application of 
po and others for leave to appeal, notwithstanding out of time, 
ismissed with costs. Feb. 18. 


(General List.) 
Devonport Corporation ». Tozer & Son. Appeal of plaintiffs from order of 


3 — Joyce (set down June 13, 1902). Dismissed with costs. 
eb. . 


Wright v. Berry. Appeal of plaintiff from order of Mr. Justice Byrne (set 
down July 12, 1902). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 18, 


Specially-constituted Court of Appeal. 
(K. B, D.—Final List.) 
Collins v. Saxby. Appeal of defendant from judgment of Mr. Justice 


Bruce, dated Dec. 20, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex. Dismissed 
with costs. Feb. 13. 


The General Insurance Co. (Limited) of Trieste v. The Neptune Steamship 
Insurance Association. A of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr, 
Justice Walton, dated Dec. 17, 1901, without a jury, Middlesex 
(security ordered). Dismissed with costs. Feb. 13. 


Tagart, Beaton, & Co. v. James Fisher & Sons and The West Hartlepool 
Steam Navigation Co. (Limited) (Third Parties). Appeal of plaintiffs 
from judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated Feb. 10, 1902, without a 
jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 13. 

Eskon v. Lewis. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, 
dated Jan. 24, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex. Allowed with costs, 

Feb. 13. 


The West Hartlepool Steam Navigation Co. (Limited) v, Tagart, Beaton & 
Co. Appeal of plaintiffs from judgment of Mr. Justice Walton, dated 
Feb. 24, 1902, without a jury, Middlesex. Allowed with costs. Feb. 16, 


John Kirkwood v. Carroll & Cutler. Appeal of defendants from judgment 
of Mr. Justice Wright, dated Nov. 25, 1901. Dismissed with costs. 
Feb. 16. 

Enright v. Redmond. Appeal of plaintiff from judgment of Mr. Justice 
Darling, dated Jan. 18,1902, withouta jury, Middlesex. Allowed with 
costs. Feb. 16. 

Cordey v. Cardiff Pure Ice, &c., Co. Appeal of defendants from judg- 
ment of Mr. Justice Walton, dated 25, 1902, with a special jury, 
Cardiff. Allowed with costs. Feb. 18. 

Spillers & Bakers (Limited) v. Henry Leetham & Sons. a of 
defendants from judgment of Mr. Justice Bigham, dated April 8, 1902, 
without a jury, Middlesex. Dismissed with costs. Feb. 18. 


Securities Insurance Co. (Limited) v. Elliott. Appeal of defendant from 
judgment of Mr. Justice Wright, dated April 19, 1902, without a 
jury, Middlesex. Allowed with costs. Feb. 18. 

{Compiled by Mr. Artuur F. Cuarpre, Shorthand Writer., 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
KOLCHMANN v. MEURICE. No. 1. 16th Feb. 


Practice—Cxrarcinc OrpER—SHaREsS—ENFrorceMENT oF OrnpER BY SaLe— 
AppiicaTion FoR ORDER For Sate rx Origrvat Actrion—JcpIcarurRe ° 
Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 24, suB-secrroy 7—R. 8S. C. 
XLVI. 1—Service Ovr or tue Jvrispicrion—Action Fovcnpep on 
Breach or Conrracr—Actron to Exrorce Jupcment sy Sate or 
Snares—R. 8S. C. XI. 1 (8). 

Ex parte appeals from orders made by Walton, J., and Joyce, J, 
The plainfiff, having recovered j ent in an action in the King’s 
Bench Division for £4,303 against the defendant, who was a foreiguer 

iding out of the jurisdiction of the court, obtained, under 1 & 2 
Vict. c. 110, s. 14, and order 46, an order absolute charging the 
defendant’s interest in certain shares in an English company standing 
in the defendant's name with payment of the amount of the judgment 
and interest. After the expiration of six calendar months from the date 
of the order, the plaintiff, with the view of getting the benefit of the 
charge, took out a summons in the action asking for an order for the 
sale of the shares. Walton, J., refused to make an order for sale, on the 
ground that the court had no jurisdiction to order the sale of shares 
comprised in a charging order except in a . action instituted for 
that p : v. Western (12 Q. B. D. 287). The plaintiff then 
applied the Division for leave to issue a writ for service 
on the defendant out of the jurisdiction, under ord. 11, r. 1 (©), 
in a proposed action asking to have an account taken of what 
was due under the judgment, and to have the charging order 
enforced by sale of the shares. Jo J leave on the 
ground that. the proposed action, not b founded on any 
of.contract, did not come within. the terms of ord. 11, r. 1 (¢): Mori y. 
Stephan (96 W. R. 779). The plaintiff appealed from ‘both refustls, umd” 
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the two appeals were heard together. In support of the first appeal the 
laintiff relied on the wide terms of section 24, sub-section 7, of the 
udicature Act, 1873, and on Smith v. Cowell (6 Q. B. D. 75) and Salt v. 
Cooper (16 Ch. D. 554). In support of the second appeal the plaintiff con- 
tended that an action on a judgment was an action ex contractu, being an 
action of debt : see Com. Dig., Debt, A., 2. 
Tre Court (VavcHan Wiiams and Stiruine, L.JJ.) dismissed both 


—. 

VAUGHAN Wi.iams, L.J., said that, with regard to the first appeal, in 

his opinion the case of Leggott v. Western had been rightly decided ; and, 

with regard to the second appeal, it seemed to be impossible to say that 

the proposed action was an action founded on breach of contract. 
Strrine, L.J., concurred.—Covunset, Beddall. Soxicirors, Pakeman § 


[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 
KODAK (LIM.) v. CLARK. No. 1. 13th Feb. 


Revexve—Income Tax—Company Reswwent 1x Unirep Kixcpom Hoxp 98 
PER Cent. oF SHares tN Foreign Comrpany—Controi—LiaBi.ity To 
Pay Income Tax on Prorrrs Mave ny Foreign Company—Income Tax 
Act, 1842 (5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), s. 100, ScnepuLe D, Case 1—Income Tax 
Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 34), s. 2, Scnepvie D. 

This was an appeal on behalf of the commissioners of income tax for the 
Division of Finsbury from a judgment of Phillimore, J., on acase stated, 
who had decided that Kodak (Limited) was not liable to pay income tax on 
the profits made by the Eastman Kodak Co. of Rochester, U.S.A., in 
which it had acquired the majority of shares, on the ground that the 
business of the American company, although controlled by, was not the 
business of, Kodak (Limited), and also that the American company was not 
the mere agent of the English company so as to make the business of the 
American company the business of the English company, and conse- 
quently that the latter could not be taxed on the profits made by the 
former. The case set out that in 1884 the Eastman Dry Plate and 
Film Co. was formed in America to acquire the business of George 
Eastman, of Rochester, U.S.A. .This company established an agency in 
London, where business was carried on in the United Kingdom and in 
other parts of the world except North and South America. In 1889 this 
agency sold its business to an English company, called the Eastman 
Photographic Materials Co. (Limited), and was thereafter carried on by an 
English company. The Eastman Dry Plate and Film Co. after merger in 
and consolidation with two other American companies, became, in 1892, 
incorporated in the State of New York as the Eastman Kodak Co. of 
Rochester, U.S.A. The Eastman Co. and the Eastman Kodak Co. were 
distinct from the Eastman Photographic Materials Co.; but the last- 
mentioned company purchased a considerable part of the goods which it 
dealt in from the Eastman Co. On the 30th of September, 1898, an 
agreement was entered into between the Eastman Photographic Materials 
Co., of London, and George Eastman, of New York, for the sale to him of 
the property and undertaking of the company for the sum of £344,000. 
On the 15th of November, 1898, Kodak (Limited) was registered. It was 
stated in the iprospectus that the object of the company was to acquire 
(inter alia) and carry on the business of the Eastman Photographic 
Materials Co., and to acquire and hold not less than 85 percent. of the 
paid-up issued share capital of the Eastman Kodak Co. of New York; to 
carry on the business of dealers of photographic materials in England, the 
United States of America, and other countries, and to superintend and 
manage the business of any company of which the company held shares, 
d-bentures, or other interests. The dividends were to be paid in London ; 
but the directors had power to pay dividends or interest payable to any 
siareholders whose names were entered in the local register ot any foreign 
country or colony in such foreign country or colony. ‘he report of the 
directors of Kodak (Limited) of March, 1900, issued to the shareholders, 
shewed the amount standing to the credit of the profit and loss 
account of the combined companies to be £345,778. Kodak (Limited) 
were assessed in respect of the whole of the profits made by the 
combined companies under Schedule D. Kodak (Limited) appealed 
against the assessment, contending that the business carried on by the 

tman Kodak Co. was carried on in America, and not in the United 

Kingdom, and therefore that no assessment could be made under the 

Income Tax Acts in respect of its profits upon Kodak (Limited) as they 

were not profits of Kodak (Limited); that the only interest Kodak 

(Limited) had in the Eastman Kodak Co. was that of a shareholder ; 

that the dividends to which Kodak (Limited) were entitled in respect of 

the shares in Eastman Kodak Co. were taxable only to the extent to which 
they were actually received in the United Kingdom, and that no part of 
such dividends had, in fact, been received in this country; that the 

Eastman Kodak (Limited) and Kodak (Limited) were distinct and separate 

entities. Kodak (Limited) admitted their liability to be assessed for the 

year 1899-1900 in respect of the profits of the business carried on by 

Kodak (Limited) as the successors to Eastman Photographic Materials 

Co. (Limited), including therein the profits made by means of the French 

and German companies. For the Crown, it was contended that Kodak 

(Limited) was liable on the total profits, including those of the American 

company ; because they had actual control of the business in America. 

The commissioners held that (1) the America company was carried on by, 

and was the business of, Kodak (Limited), and that the profits and 

business of the American company were technically theirs ; (2) that, if the 
profits and business were not technically those of Kodak (Limited), the 

American company was merely their agent; (3) that Kodak (Limited) 

were the successors to both the prior English and American companies ; 

(4) that Kodak (Limited) was liable for its profits made in America under 

D, case 1. Kodak (Limited) appealed successfully to the High 

Court, Phillimore, J., holding that there was no evidence upon which 


companies were substantially one. Hence the appeal by the Crown, 
For the Crown it was contended that the two businesses were one because 
Kodak (Limited) controlled the Eastman Kodak Co., holding, in fact, 9g 
per cent. of its shares, and therefore the profits of the business of the 
American company were part of the profits of Kodak (Limited), and as 
such Kodak (Limited) became liable to income tax in respect of the same, 
For the respondent company counsel submitted that the two companies 
were distinct, that Kodak (Limited) did not participate in the profits 
made by the American company, except in the way of such dividends on 
their shares as were paid in the country. [He was stopped. ] 

Tue Court (VavcHan WIi.uraMs, Sriruixc, and Maruew, L.JJ.) dis. 
missed the appeal. 

Vauenan Wiiutams, L.J.—As at present advised, the court thinks that 
the respondents’ case is the correct view of the question we have to decide, 
and we do not see that any useful purpose would be gained by putting 
the opinion we have come to in the form of an elaborate judgment. We 
are content to say that in our view the appeal by the Crown fails, and this 
appeal must be refused.—Covnser, Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., Sir BE. Hi, 
Carson, S.G., and Rowlatt; Danckwerts, K.C., and Kerly. Soxtcrrors, 
Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Kerly, Son, §& Verden. 

[Reported by Erskine Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


SCOBLE AND OTHERS v. SECRETARY OF STATE FOR INDIA. No. 1, 
13th Feb. 


Revenve—Income Tax—Annurry-—Purcuase or Rattway Company— 
Payment By ANNUAL INsTaALMENTS witH IyreRest—INcome Tax Acts 
(5 & 6 Vict. c. 35), s. 102; 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), s. 2, ScHEpULEs C 
ann D. 

Appeal by the plaintiffs against a judgment of Phillimore, J., on a case 
stated given in favour of the Crown. The plaintiffs were the annuity 
trustees under the Great Indian Peninsular Railway Purchase Act, 1900, 
and they sought to recover from the defendant two sums of £8,122 and 
£9,611 respectively, which had been deducted by the defendant as income 
tax payable by the plaintiffs in respect of two sums which the plaintiffs 
alleged were instalments of the purchase price of the Great Indian Penin- 
sular Railway and as such not chargeable with income tax. The East 
India Co. in 1849 entered into a contract with the railway company whereby 
they had the option of purchasing the undertaking of the company without 
being compelled to pay the purchase price down in one sum by means of 
annuities to be reckoned from the time when the gross amount would be 
payable. By the Government of India Act (21 & 22 Vict. c. 106), the 
territories of the East India Co. were vested in the Crown, and the Secretary 
of State exercised the powers that were formerly exercised by the com- 
pany or board of control. In August, 1899, the Secretary of State gave 
notice of his intention to purchase the railway and works at a price of 
£34,859,217. And further to pay by way ofannuities instead of the gross 
sum. By section 12 of the Great Indian Annuities Railway Act, 1900, 
these annuities were payable to the plaintiffs, and they as the annuity 
trustees divided the holders of annuities into two classes. Class A. were 
those annuitants who had elected to receive their annuities in full; class 
B, those who had elected to have their annuities paid with a sum 
deducted for a sinking fund, which at the end of forty-eight years would 
amount to the principal sum. The defendant claimed to deduct income 
tax from the amount of the annuity which had been deducted to form 
the sinking fund. 

Tue Covrr (VavGHan Wruiams, Srreumc, and Matruew, L.JJ.) held 
that the payments in question tu the annuitants were payments of capital 
out of purchase-money, and that the trustees were entitled to recover the 
amounts deducted therefrom for income tax. The appeal was accordingly 
allowed.—CounseL, Cripps, K.C., Danckwerts, K.C., and 7. 7. Paine; 
Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Rowlatt. Soxscrrons, White, Borrett, & Co.; 
The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Exskine Resp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BELL v. MARSH, No. 2. 13th Feb. 


Soricrron—Conveyance TO Cirent—So.icrror’s Property 
NEGLIGENCE—Esrorrrt. 


CompriseD— 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J., dated the 19th of 
March, 1902. ‘The facts were as follows: Madeira Hall and Madeira Cliff 
were two adjoining estates at Ventnor, Isle of Wight. Mr. X., a 
solicitor, was the owner of Madeira Cliff, and he had also some time 
before the year 1893, by virtue of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, 
become the owner of a triangular piece of rocky ground formerly belong- 
ing to Madeira Hall. On that triangular piece of ground he had erected 
a greenhouse. In October, 1893, Madeira Hall was put up for sale by 
auction, and the particulars included the above piece of rocky ground. It 
was purchased about two weeks after by private treaty, but subject to the 
same particulars and conditions as at the auction. The purchaser was the 
plaintiff, Dr. Bell, and he asked Mr. X. to act for hifm as solicitor in the 
purchase. Mr. X. accordingly investigated the title deeds and 
prepared the conveyance. ‘I'he conveyance was dated the 26th 
of January, 1894, and the parcels which were taken from previous con- 
veyances of the same property through inadvertence comprised the rocky 
ground in question. Mr. X. and Dr. Bell before the completion of the 
purchase had walked over the property, and Dr. Bell was never given to 
understand, and in fact did not understand, that he was buying the rocky 
ground with its greenhouse. In 1898 he learnt that this bit of ground was 
included in nis conveyance, but he let the matter rest and never spoke 
to Mr. X. about it. Mr. X. died in September, 1899. In October, 1900, 
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(lift for sale. Dr. Bell, discovering from the plan annexed to the par- 
ticulars that the property to be sold comprised. this bit of ground, objected, 
gd no sale was effected. Subsequently he brought this action, claiming 
adeclaration that the defendants were not entitled to set up any right in 
the piece of rocky ground in question. Buckley, J., held that Mr. X. was 
estopped by breach of duty from setting up his title, and decided in favour 
of the plaintiff. The defendants appealed. The following cases were 
cited: Bloomenthal v. Ford (45 W. R. 449; 1897, A. C. 156), Pickard v. Sears 
GA. & E. 469), Carr v. London and North-Western Railway (23 W. R. 747, 
]. R. 10 C. P. 318), Low v. Bouverie (40 W. R. 50; 1891, 3 Ch. 106), 
Savage v. Foster (9 Mod. 36), Draper v. Borlace (2 Ver. 369), Scholfield v. Earl 
of Londesborough (45 W. R. 124; 1896, A. C. 514), Jordan v. Money (5 H. L. 
(as. 185), Freeman v. Cooke (2 Ex. 654), Swan v. North British Australasian 
(o, (2H. & C. 175). 

Tae Covrr (Cottiss, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R.—This is in substance an action of ejectment which has 
taken an equitable colouring. The question for decision is whether the 
defendants are in their own right entitled to the land claimed by the 
plaintiff. ‘The plaintiff, Dr. Bell, in his evidence says that he did not 
consider he was buying in 1894 any portion of the greenhouse. It being 
known, then, to Dr. Beli at the time of the purchase that Mr. X. was in 
possession of the greenhouse, are Mr. X. and his executors estopped 
from setting up the truth? It is said that Mr, X.’s conduct brings 
him under the law of estoppel. In order to establish estoppel the 
plaintiff must shew that he was led to change his position by 
representations made for that purpose by Mr. X. If he cannot do 
that, he cannot succeed. It seems to me that the estoppel breaks 
jown in the most crucial place. If the plaintiff relies on negligence 
he has got to shew that the negligence was the proximate cause of his 
acting in the manner he did. ‘he negligence was not the proximate 
cause ; it had nothing to do with the action of the plaintiff in buying. I 
do not feel sure that Buckley, J., fully appreciated the importance of this 
—viz., that a person seeking to set up an estoppel by conduct must shew 
that he was induced to change his position on the faith of that conduct. 
The appeal must be allowed. Appeal allowed.—CovunseL, Terrell, K.C., 
and J. 7. Prior; Astbury, K.C., and K. G. Metcalfe. Soxicrrors, 
Herbert B. Bell; Peacock §& Goddard, for Urry § Woods, Ventnor, Isle of 
Wight. 

. [Reported by R. R. Campsect, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
THE FINCHLEY ELECTRIC LIGHT CO, (LIM.) v. THE FINCHLEY 
URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. No. 2. 11th Feb. 


Loca, GovernMENT—Street—F ere Simpte or Roap—Vestinc ry Locar 
Avrnoriry—Exerctric Licur Company—OverneaD Wrires—Pvstic 
Heatrnx Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 55), s. 149—Generat TurNPIKE 
Acr, 1822 (3 Gro. 4, c. 126), s. 84. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. (reported 50 W. R. 470; 
1902, 1 Ch. 866). The plaintiff company was incorporated in August, 1900, 
having as one of the objects of its formation the supply at Finchley and 
elsewhere of electricity for lighting and other purposes to householders and 
others and the construction of the necessary works in connection with such 
supply. The defendants in 1889 obtained a provisional order empowering 
them to undertake the necessary works for supplying electricity to the 
inhabitants of their district. . The plaintiffs have been developing their 
business over part of the same area as that which the defendants would be 
entitled to supply under their provisional order: and the plaintiffs alleged 
that by reason of this possible trade competition the defendants had taken all 
possible steps to obstruct the plaintiffs in the carrying on of their business. 
On the 28th of September, 1901, the plaintiffs, being under agreement to 
connect their mains with the house of « customer in Hendon-lane, a place 
within the urban district of Finchley, carried their wires across a road 
known as the Regent’s-park-road for the purpose of this connection. This 
wire was more than 30ft. above the roadway, and the plaintiffs contended 
that they were entitled to carry and maintain it without the leave of the 
council. On the lst of October, 1901, the defendants caused this wire to 
be cut, and threatened that in the event of the plaintiffs re-erecting it 
they would cause it to be cut again. On the 16th of October, 1901, an 
interlocutory injunction was granted in the present action restraining the 
defendants from breaking, cutting, severing, or otherwise interfering 
with or trom causing to be broken, cut, severed, or otherwise interfered 
with the electric lines or cables of the plaintiffs over or across the 
Regent’s-park-road or any other road or street within the urban 
district of Finchley or from doing any act whereby the plaintiffs 
might be hindered or obstructed in erecting or carrying electric 
lines'or cables over or across any of such roads or streets at a height not 
less than that required by the regulations prescribed by the Board of Trade 
in that behalf, and the plaintiffs sought, before Farwell, J., at the trial, 
to have that injunction made perpetual. His lordship, however, dismissed 
the action, but, having regard to the conduct of the parties towards each 
other, without costs. The plaintiffs appealed. The Regent's Park-road 
Was constructed by certain turnpike trustees under the provisions of a 

ial Act of Parliament (7 Geo. 4, c. xc.). ‘The site of one side of 

@ road where the plaintiffs’ wires crossed formed part of land 
acquired by the turnpike trustees under an indenture dated the 7th of 
November, 1828. ‘The said site was duly conveyed to and vested in the 
turnpike trustees, their heirs and successors, in fee simple free from any 
reservations in favour of owners of the adjoining land or other reservations. 
In 1872 the turnpikes were removed from the Regent’s-park-road, and 
from 1878 (on the constitution of the Finchley Local B ) and onwards 
the road was maintained by the defendants. 

Tur Covur (Conus, M.R., and Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
alowed the appeal, 


Cottns, M.R.—This is an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J., who 
has held that, owing to the peculiar circumstances of this case, the local 
authority has acquired under section 149 of the Public Health Act a right 
to a much larger interest in this land than there would have been if it had 
been an ordinary street. The basis of his decision is that one strip of this 
street is what I may call an ordinary street, while the fee simple of the 
other part was acquired by the turnpike trustees under the General 
Turnpike Act. Now there is no doubt that whatever rights in the street 
are given to a local authority by section 149 of the Public Health Act exist 
for the local authority in this case. Following Coverdale v. Charlton (27 
W. R. 257, 4Q. B. D. 104), The Mayor of Tunbridge Wells v. Baird (1896, 
A. C. 439), The Wandsworth Board of Works v. The United Telephone Co. (32 
W. R. 776, 13 Q. B. D. 904), it appears to me that what vests in the local 
authority under this section is what may be calledt he area of user—that is, 
the area which may be required for the user of a street asastreet. But 
that being the law, it is said that here the local authority has got something 
more. It is said that they have the road ab imo usque ad coelum, and the learned 
judge has adopted that view. He was of opinion that the turnpike 
trustees acquired for the purposes of the turnpike road the fee simple in 
the soil, and therefore it must be taken that the whole soil was necessary 
for the purposes of the road; and that being so, the local authority 
coming in under section 149 of the Public Health Act, acquired all that 
the turnpike trustees had, notwithstanding the decisions as to what a 
local authority does get on acquiring anything compulsorily under an Act 
of Parliament without paying for it. The question seems to me 
to be, not how much does a local authority get, but how much 
are they entitled to take? They are entitled to take only so much as they 
want for the purposes for which the land is compulsorily acquired. To 
say that because you cannot point to a particular owner the local authority 
get something more is a process of reasoning that I cannot follow. The 
appeal must be allowed, and an injunction granted. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. —CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and W. W. Mackenzie ; Upjohn, K.C., 
and Lyttelton Chubb. Soxrcrrors, Benham § Meyer ; A. M. M. Forbes. 
{Reported by J. F. Srinuixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


JARRAH TIMBER AND WOOD PAVING CORPORATION (LIM.) v. 
SAMUEL. No.2. ilth Feb. 


MortGaGeE—ReEDEMPTION AcTION—CoMPANY—DEBENTURE Strock—Secvritry 
ror Loan—Oprtion To Morteacor to Purcnase—Cioc on Eaurry or 
ReEDEMPTON. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 50 W. R, 
601 ; 1902, 2Ch. 479). In the summer of 1901 the defendant offered to 
advance tothe plaintiff company the sum of £5,000 upon the terms of a 
letter dated the 11th of June, 1901, written by the defendant to the 
plaintiffs. The letter so far as material was as follows: ‘* With reference 
to the various conversations I have recently had with Mr. H. Bateman, one 
of your directors, who is, I understand, authorized to negotiate a loan to 
your company upon the security of £30,000 on its first mortgage debenture 
stock,I request that you will be good enough to inform your board that I 
am willing to advance the company at 6 per cent. per annum the sum ot 
£5,000 sterling forthwith against transfer to me of such stock a: 
collateral security, subject to your directors electing my nominee upon the 
board, to my having the option to purchase the whole or any part of such stock 
at 40 per cent. at any time within twelve months, and m the event of the 
company at any time hereafter electing to raise any further capital, or to sell 
its undertaking by way of amalgamation or in any other manner for shares or 
stock in anothercompany, tomy having the refusal of underwriting by way of 
guaranteeing the taking up of such new capital, shares, or stock at a com- 
mission of 10 per cent. thereon, the advance to become due and; payable 
with interest at thirty days’ notice on either side.’ On the 27th of 
February, 1902, the plaintiffs were desirous of paying off the mortgage, 
but they had not given the requisite notice, and the defendant gave notice 
to the plaintiffs that he intended to exercise his option of purchase. The 
plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action fora declaration that the option 
was void and that they were entitled to redeem upon payment of the 
principal, interest, and costs. Kekewich, J., held that the case was 
governed by the decision of the House of Lords in Noakes v. Rice (50 W. R. 
305 ; 1902, A. C. 24), and that the option to purchase the debenture stock 
given to the defendant was a ‘‘ clog”’ or fetter upon the plaintiffs’ right of 
redemption, inasmuch as it interfered with the ownership of the very 
property which was made the security for the loan. His lordship 
accordingly made a declaration that the stipulation which gave the 
defendant the option was void, and that the plaintiffs, upon payment of 
priucipal, interest, and costs, were entitled to have the debenture stock 
retransferred to them. The defendant appealed. 

True Cover (Cottrs, M.R., and Romer and Cozrns-Haxpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. ; 

Cotiixs, M.R.—The question is whether the stipulation in the defend- 
ant’s letter for an option to purchase the whole or any part of this 
£30,000 debenture stock does or does not constitute a clog on the equity 
of redemption. ‘The company says that it does, and that therefore it is 
void, and Kekewich, J., has upheld that view. In my opinion the learned 
judge was perfectly right. Whatis the effect of this stipulation? The 
effect is that the mortgagor, on paying the debt of £5,000, gets back the 
thing he pledged, not tree from condition, but subject to a condition which 
makes him liable in damages if he does not perform it. He gets it 
back subject to the obligation of handing it over to the mortgagee 
or, if he does not, of paying damages. Upon the authorities is 
that condition a clog upon the equity of-redemption? I -think 
it clearly comes within the recent decision- of-the House of Lords in 





| Noakes § Cox (Limited) v. Rige (50 W. R, 305; 1902, A.C. 24). Thestates 
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ment of principle, that equity regards redemption as inherent in a mortgage 
and consequently on the payment off of the mortgage the land must be as 
free from conditions as if it had never been the subject of a mortgage, 
which is found in the judgment of Lord Macnaghten in that case, has been 
a good deal discussed, and has always been accepted, though there has been 
in some cases difficulty in applying it. Among the cases discussed by the 
House of Lords was Browne v. Ryan (1902, 2 I. R. 653), which received from 
the majority of the House distinct approval. That case is absolutely on 
all fours with the present case. Mr. Lawrence has addressed to the 
court an ingenious argument, that supposing the stipulation is a clog, the 
rule as to clogging the equity of redemption does not apply to this case, 
because companies have a right to issue irredeemable debenture stock ; and 
having that right, they have a right to raise money on the security of that 
stock on the terms that it shall be irredeemable. And if they can raise 
money on such terms, they can impose any clog they like on the equity of 
redemption. But here the subject-matter of the mortgage is uot irredeem- 
able debenture stock at all. ‘he contract is not for the issue of deben- 
tures to a debenture-holder, it is a loan upon security, and that being so 
there is nothing to take it out of the ordinary rule of equity that a mort- 
gagor on payment of principal, interest, and costs is entitled to have the 

property back free and unfettered. We were also pressed with 
Carritt v. Bradley (49 W. R. 593; 1901, 2 K. B. 550). But that case, when 
it is examined, is not an authority against the decision we are now giving 
in this case. For these reasons I think the judgment of Kekewich, J., 
was right and must be affirmed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, P. 0. Lawrence, K.C., and Manning ; Warrington, K.C., 
and Martelli. Soxicrrors, Dale, Newman, & Hood; H. P. Becher’. 

[Reported by J. I. Sririixc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re INNES & CO. Kekewich, J. 9th Feb. 


Company—Wiuxpisc cup—Conrriscrornres—Isste or SHares Wuirnovr 
CoNSIDERATION—COLOURABLE OR Ititsony AGREEMENT—LIABILITY oF 
ALLOTTEES. 


This was a summons taken out by the liquidator of the above-named 
company against four respondents for a declaration that they were 
severally liable as contributories in respect of certain shares in the said 
company allotted to them as fully paid up, or in the alternative that the 
respondents were jointly and severally liable to make good the loss 
sustained by the company through the issue without consideration | 
of the shares in question. The material facts were as follows: 
Prior to the formation of the company Robert Innes and John Hepburn 
Innes carried on business as paint manufacturers, and they also owned a 
patent for a method of preventing corrosion in steam-boilers. In 1899 they 
entered into an arrangement with A., B., and C., three of the respondents 
to this summons, and with three other persons, whereby the property was 
to be sold for £6,000 to a company to be formed. The £6,000 was to be 

id as to £3,000 in cash, and as to £3,000 in shares. On the 7th of 
December, 1899, the company was duly incorporated and was launched as 
a private company with a capital of £25,000 in 2,500 shares of £10 each. 
The only shareholders were the two Messieurs Innes, A., B., and C., and 
the three other persons, and the directors were the respondents 
—viz., Robert Innes, and A., B., and C. The shares were allotted 
in manner following. A., B., and C. and the other three persons first took 
fifty shares each, for which they paid in cash : this answered for £3,000. 
The Messrs. Innes jointly took 300 shares as part of the purchase-money : 
that answered for another £3,000. Of the remaining 1,900 shares, 

ting the remaining £19,000, each of the six above-mentioned 

took 300 for his own benefit, while the outstanding 100 shares were 

1d in suspense in joint names for purposes of making bonus payments to 
persons introducing business to the company. No prospectus was issued, 
and there was no intention to go to the public with shares. In pursuance 
of the above-mentioned arrangement an agreement dated the 23rd of 
March, 1900, was entered into between the Messrs. Innes as vendors of 
the one part and the company uf the other part, whereby Messrs, Innes 
to sell their business and patent rights to the company for 

£25,000, as to £3,000 in cash, and as to £22,000 by the allotment to the 
vendors or their nominees of 2,260 fully-paid shares in the company, and 
oe was duly registered on the 28th of March and the shares 
were duly allotted in the manuer above stated. In November, 1901, the 
company went into voluntary liquidation, and in January, 1902, the 
liquidation was ordered to be continued under the supervision of the court, 
The liquidator sought te make each of the respondents liable as a con- 
tributory for the amount of the fully-paid shares which he received without 
payment therefor: he also claimed in the alternative on the ground 
of misfeasance. No fraud was imputed, and it was urged for the 
respondents that as they never intended to go to the public with the 
shares, but to keep them in their own hands, they were at liberty to 
dispose of the capital of the company in the before-mentioned manner. 
It was agreed that the claim on the first ground should be disposed of 
before the alternative claim was heard. ‘he following authorities were 
cited for the liquidator: 2 Theatrical Trust (Limited) (Chapman's case) 
(1995, 1 Ch. 771), Re Almada and Tirito Uo. (38 Ch. D, 415), Re Wragg 
(Limited) (1897, 1 Ch. 796), Be Geo. Newman & Co. (1895, 1 Ch. 674), Be 
Carriage Co-operative Supply Assuciation (Z7 Ch. D. 322), Re Morrah, ge., Co. 


i an (2 Ch. UD. 1); and for the respondents: Itz Ambrose Lake, 
fs py . LD. 300), Be British Seamless Paper Bow Vo. (Limited) (17 
th. D hy 


Kexewicn, J., in giving judgment, observed that the point was a nove} 
one. It was not a case of moral fraud, and in disposing of the shares gg 
they did the promoters considered they were doing no harm to anyone, 
Still it might nevertheless amount to ‘‘legal fraud.’’ The point which 
influenced his lordship was that in truth and fact the agreement of the 
23rd of March, 1900, was a sham. The value of the property sold had 
been fixed at £6,000, and the vendors could not, probably, have got ong 
penny more. There was no value beyond that figure. The directors 
knowingly issued 1,900 extra shares for absolutely nothing. In his lord. 
ship’s opinion they could no more do that than they could allot shares to 
anyone ata discount. If they could not allot shares at 80 or 90 per cent,, 
which the law laid down could not be done, it was merely reducing the 
proposition to its extreme limit to say that they could not allot for 
nothing. It was argued that the court would not interfere with the prigg 
estimated by the vendors as the value of their property, and as evidenced 
by the agreement ; the answer to that was that here the only estimate was 
£6,000, and it was absurd to treat the agreement as fixing the price when 
it did nothing of the sort. Again, it was urged that everybody con. 
curred in and was a party to the agreement and took shares knowingly and 
upon that footing ; that was true, but in the cases referred to as support. 
ing t argument the acts done were intra vires the company. Here, 
in his lordship’s view, the act was altogether ultra vires and not possible in 
law. His lordship thought, having regard to the evidence, that he ought 
to say that what was done was done in pursuance of the arrangement and 
not of the agreement, and that he could properly go behind the agreement 
and decree that the respondents were liable as contributories in the full 
amount unpaid on such shares, as they had been allotted without payment 
therefor. Declaration: accordingly.—CounseL, Gore-Browne, K.C., and 
Cozens- Hardy ; Upjohn, K.C., and Jessel. Soxtcrrors, Burn § Berridge ; F. W. 
Hill. 

{Reported by Atan C. Nespitr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


CLARK v, ROBINSON. Byrne, J. 16th Feb. 


Perrormance—Contracr Conrarsep In Lerrers—Contract 
Scsyect to A FvurTHER AGREEMENT. 


This was an action for specific performance of an alleged contract said 
to be contained in certain letters for the sale of a certain plot of copy- 
hold land in the county of Durham. The letters in question passed 
between Mr. G. Clark (deceased), of whose will the plaintiffs were 
executors and trustees, and a Mr. Campbell, who acted as agent for 
the defendants. The defendants were trustees of the will of a deceased 
testator, who was owner of the land. The facts of the case were as follow: 
The plot of land in question, with other land of greater area not belonging 
to the defendants, was subject to a charge, the amount of which in 
the aggregate greatly exceeded the value of the plots sold under the 
alleged contract. This property had been previously offered for sale 
by auction, but the sale proved abortive, owing, as alleged 
by the defendants, to the existence of the above-mentioned incumbrance, 
Negotiations with the incumbrancer were in progress for the payment off 
of the incumbrance, but had not been satisfactorily concluded at the time 
of the alleged contract. The parties then entered into negotiations for the 
sale of the property by private treaty, and a considerable number of letters 
passed between them, The material correspondence relied upon as con- 
stituting the contract consisted of a letter from the proposed purchaser te 
the defendants offering to buy the land in fee free from incumbrances for 
£275, and a reply to that letter, in which the defendants stated that they 
accepted the offer ‘‘ subject to the conditions of sale read at the auction 
and an agreement,’’ and added that they were instructing their solicitors 
to prepare an agreement. For the defendants it was argued that the letters 
shewed only a preliminary agreement subject to and conditional on a 
fresh agreement to incorporte the terms already arranged and any others 
not settled. The principle applicable was that laid down by Jessel, M.R., 
in Winn v. Bull (26 W. R. 230, 7 Ch. D. 29), and quoted in Fry on Specific 
ch ah (p. 241). The plaintiffs relied on Filby v. Hownsell (1896, 
2 Ch. 737). 

Byrnz, J., held that the present case fell within the first class of cases 
referred to by Jessel, M.R., in Winn v. Bull and in Fry on Specific Per- 
formance. It differed from the case of Filby v. Hounsell, which belonged 
to the second class of cases, the words there used being different from the 
words now under consideration. The letters in the present case did not 
amount toacomplete contract, and the action must be dismissed with 
coste.—CounseL, Norton, K.C.; G. F. Hart; J. M. Gover. Soxicrrors, 
Tufnell, Southgate, & Son; Ridsdale & Son, for G. Crombie §& Sons, York. 

[Reported by J. Anruur Paice, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re HARROGATE ESTATES CO Buckley, J. 6th and 13th Feb. 


Comrany—Series oy Desentvres—Larsz or Mone THAN T'wenry-one 
pays Arter Issur—Reoisrration—Exrension ov ‘l'1mn—Companres Act, 
1900 (63 & 64 Vicr. c. 48) ss. 14, 15, ~ 


‘This was a motion under section 15 of the Companies Act, 1900, to 
extend the time for registering certain debentures (if necessary) and to 
rectify a misstatement in an entry in the register. On the 18th of 
November, 1901, resolutions — creating a series of 150 debentures 
of £100 each to secure the total amount of £15,000, Kach debenture 
contained a charge on all the real and personal property of the company, 
as was the case also with a trust deed, executed on the 13th of December, 
1901, for securing the issue. On the 31st of December, 1901, that deed, 
together with ninety-nine debentures which. had actually been issued, was 
carried in for registration. By mistake, the date.of the resoluti m cr 

the series was given as the 1éth of December instead of the 18th 


SPECIFIC 





4 Salomon ¥. Salomon (1891, A.C. 57;, Carling’s cas: (1 Oh. Dz 
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November. Subsequently forty more debentures of the same series were 




































TRACT 


t said 
copys 
assed 
were 
t for 
eased 
low: 
ging 
h in 
* the 
sale 


eged 








Feb. 21, 1903. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 47.) 299 











issued, and were carried in for registration on the Ist of January, 1903. 
4s to thirty of these debentures more than twenty-one days had then 

since they had been issued, and therefore the registrar refased 
to register them. Under these circumstances the present motion was 


, J., after saying that applications under section 15 were so fre- 
t that it was desirable to make a general statement, and after describ- 

ing the steps taken by a company in regard to the creation of debentures, 
continued: Some instrument or particulars are sent in for registration, 
The question is whether, at that time, the twenty-one days mentioned in 
seotion 14 (1) has run. Section 14 deals, I thinkin sub-sections 1, 2, and 3, 
with the case where a charge is created in favour of a person, either named 
in the debenture, or who can be named because he is the bearer of the 
debenture, and who becomes entitled to the charge. The twenty-one days 
insection 14 (1) runs from the date at which a person so becomes entitled. 
Sub-section 1 speaks of a charge ‘‘ created,’’ and of a “‘ security thereby 
eonferred.”” Sub-section 3 speaks of a charge ‘‘ created,’’ and provides for 
registration of the name of the ‘‘ person entitled to the charge.”’ Sub- 
section 2 deals with the case where, owing to the property being abroad, it is 
impossible effectually to charge it without er proceedings (presum- 
ably in the foreign country). In such case the registration of a deed 
“purporting to specifically charge ’’ the property is to suffice. Thetwenty- 
one days in section 14 (1) runs from the date, not of the resolution which 
authorized the charge, but from the date at which the charge was created 
in favour of a person entitled to the benefit of the charge. Sub-section 4 
contains a proviso which allows a different thing to be done, and it is 
this: Where a series of debentures is created, whether accompanied by a 
covering deed or not, the Act allows of the registration, not of the charge, 
but of the resolution creating the series, and (if there be a covering deed) 
of the covering deed, by which the security is not necessarily ‘‘ created,” 
but may be ‘‘defined.”” At the date of registration that deed may be a 
deed securing, not any advances made, but advances to be made in case 
the debentures are thereafter taken up. Registration made as provided by 
sub-section 4, and giving the relevant particulars specified in (a), (4), (ce), 
and (d), will protect debentures subsequently issued, notwithstanding the 
fact that the charge contained in the debentures, or given by the covering 
deed to the debentures, has not at the date of registration arisen because 
no debentures have at that date been issued, and will not arise until their 
subsequent issue. Sub-section 4 does not name any such period 
of twenty-one days running from the date of the resolution or 
the date of the covering deed. Section 14 (1) is still the sub-section 
which governs the matter. The registrar ought, I think, to register under 
sub-section 4 at any time, irrespective of the date of the resolution or of 
the covering deed. Such registration will protect all debentures subse- 
quently issued, and all debentures issued not more than twenty-one days 
before registration, but will not protect debentures issued at an earlier 
date. In this sub-section the words ‘‘ debentures containing any charge ”’ 
are, I think, equivalent to debentures which have the benefit of a charge. 
The case in which the charge is contained in the covering deed only, and 
not repeated or extended by the debentures themselves, is, I think, within 
the sub-section. Sub-section 5 relates, I think, to the case where registra- 
tion has been made under sub-section 4, and provides that the registrar 
may be required to register the date and amount of any icular issue of 
some of the series, but this is not essential for the validity of the 
debentures. Sub-section 6 relates to a certificate, which the registrar, of 
course, cannot give until the registration has been effected. Yet it provides 
for a copy of the certificate being endorsed on every debenture which is 
issued by the company, the payment of which is secured by the charge. 
This shews that there may be an effectual registration before a charge has 
been created by the issue of the debenture. This is consistent with the 
interpretation which I place upon sub-section 4. As regards the certificate 
itself, it seems to assume a different form according as the registration is 
made under sub-sections 1, 2, and 3, or under sub-section 4. If it be 
made under sub-sections 1, 2, and 3, it will be a certificate of the registra- 
tion of the particular mortgage or charge which is brought in for registra- 
tion and is registered. If it be a case where registration is made under 
sub-section 4, then the registrar ought, I think, to certify that there have 
been registered the particulars required by sub-section 4 (a), (b), (), aud 
@), inserting the relevant particulars for the partic case. His certiti- 
cate should assume that form. From the applications which come before 
me, it would seem that sufficient attention has not at present been directed 
to the facilities which are provided for registration by sub-section 4. If 
that tration is made, it is unnecessary, as each debenture is sub- 
' Squently issued, that the parties should see to the re; tion of the 
debenture itself within the twenty-one days mentioned in sub-section 1. 
His lordship then stated the facts as to the present application, and said 
that, under section 15, he could make an order rec the register by 
substituting the 18th of November for the 13th of December as the date of 
the resolution, and that, if that were done, there would be entered on the 
all the particulars required by section 14 (4). When the forty 
mtures were carried in, what the registrar ought to have done was, not 
to have required particulars of the mortgage or charge, but to have called 
for that which would satisfy section 14 (5), the date and the amount of the 
particular issue. It seemed to him that no registration was required if the 
Ngistration had been properly made (and he thought it had been, if there 
Was @ proper correction of the mistake) under section 14 (4). He therefore 
no order extending the time. The parties could carry in before the 
under section 14 (5) a memorandum in such form as the registrar 
thould think right, giving the particulars under section 14 (5), and identity - 
debentures asbeing part of the debentures al: emgeg- gh | 

the original registration made under section 14 (4).—Counse:, F. H. 
3-7. Fulton Carr, Soricirons, Metoalfe, Birke:t, § Rowlatt ; Goldring 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of CHARLES AMBROSE LORD (PRESUMED DECEASED). 


Barnes, J. 16th Feb. 
Propate—Leave To Swear Dezarn. 

This was a motion for leave to swear the death of Mr. Charles Ambrose 
Lord, master mariner, and owner of the steamer Beatrice, of Barrow. The 
boat loaded a cargo of china clay at Fowey, and on the 22nd of November 
she sailed for Sunderland, touching at Plymouth two days later. Nothing 
more had been heard of her except thaton the 2ndof Decembersome 
and some lifebuoys with ‘‘ Beatrice, Barrow”’ were picked up off the coast of 
Berwick, and these had been identified as by the brother of Mr. Lord as 
belonging to his brother’s boat. The ship was insured for £300 and the 
extent or the estate was about £360. 
Barnes, J., gave leave to swear the death on or since the 22nd of 
November, 1902, on proof of service of notice of motion on the insurance 
companies.—CovnseL, Barnard. Soxscrrors, Rollit § Sons, for T. B. 
Redfearn, Hull 

: [Reported by Gwryse Hatt, Esy., Barrister-at-Law.]} 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 


THE KING v. THE MAYOR OF DOVER. £x parte BRADLEY. Div. Court. 
17th Feb. 


Loca GovERNMENT—RESOLUTION or Borovcn Covuncri—Meetixe or Rate- 
PAYERS TO ConrinM Resotvtion—Poit DemManpED anv SeconpeEp—SvBseE- 
QUENTLY DEMAND For Pott WitHpRAWN BY ApPLicant—Ricut or Mayor 
to Hoty Pott—Manpamvcs—Boroven Funps Act, 1872, s, 2—Pvrstic 
Hearts Act, 1875, Scuepute IIL, r. 6. 
In this case cause was shewn why a mandamus should not issue calling 
upon the Mayor of Dover to hold a poll of owners and ratepayers in 
reference to the scheme of the co tion to take over and pay for the 
undertaking of a local electric light company, and themselves light the 
town by electricity. A Bill enabling the corporation to raise the money to 
urchase the undertaking of the company had been prepared, and was now 
fore Parliament, the necessary resolution of the town council under the 
Borough Funds Act, 1872, had been passed, and the question now arose in 
regard to the requisite meeting of the owners and ratepayers of the borough 
to confirm or reject that resolution in accordance with the provisions of 
Schedule III., r. 6, of the Public Health Act, 1875. A meeting was held 
some weeks ago, at which the Mayor of Dover presided, and upon a show 
of hands the mayor declared that the resolution was carried. A Mr. 
Bottle, who was said to be a director of a local gas company, then handed 
in a written demand for a poll, and the present applicant, Mr. Bradley, 
said he seconded that demand if n The town clerk said it was not 
necessary to second the motion, as a poll had been demanded and been 
consented to. The meeting then closed. Mr. Bottle subsequently with- 
drew his demand for a poll, and the mayor had declined to hold one on the 
ground that he doubted if, under the circumstances, he had any power to do 
so. Counsel, inshewing cause, said that the town clerk had advised the mayor 
that the demand for a poll having been withdrawn, he had no power to hold 
a poll. The mayor had no desire to shut out the ratepayers from return- 
ing their vote and desired to submit himself to the directions of the court. 
The question was whether a demand for a poll having been agreed to at 
the meeting and subsequently withdrawn, the mayor could proceed to take 
one. That turned on the construction of Schedule IIl., r. 6, of the 
Public Health Act, 1875. That statute did notrequire a demand for a 
poll to be in writing. Under the circumstances he doubted if in fact there 
was a ‘“‘demand’’ as required by the statute. Mr, Bradley said ** | second 
the demand.’’ But Mr. Bottle, who had made the demand, subsequently 
withdrew it, and a nice question arose whether the words used by Mr. 
Bradley amounted to a ‘*demand.’’ The learned counsel thought that in 
substance Mr. Bradley had also demanded a poll,and if that was the 
opinion of the court he would acquiesce on behalf of the mayor, who 
merely desired protection. 

Without hearmy counsel in supp rt of the rule, 

Lord ALvexsrons, C.J., said be was cleariy of opinion that the rule must 
be made absolute. He was by no meaus sure that a demand for a poll 
could be withdrawa afier the ineeting had separated ; but he did not wisn 
to pass any opinion vn —— because, in his opiuion, an eifective 
demand was made by Mr. ey. There would be a rule absolute for a 
peremptory mandamus to take a poll, without costs. 

Donita 7: aeccombnd adding, he should have been prepared to hold, 

JARLING, J., also conc’ . ing, he ve to 
if nevessary, that a demand for a poil atter it had Wen accepted, and the 
meeting had come to an end, could not be withdrawn, except by the 
cousent of the whole meeting. Otherwise all manner of collusion might 
arise.—CovunseL, Macmorran, K.C.; Danckwerts, K.C., and Courthepe- 
Munroe. Sourscrrons, Sharp, Parker, § Co., for B. W. § TV. Kuooker, 
Dover; Long ¢ Gardiner, for A. M. Bradley, Dover. 
(Reported by Ersxixe Reip, Bsq., Barrister-at-Law.) 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Ae ENGLISH AMD AYLING. Ex porte MURRAY & CO. Wright, J. 
9th and 16th Feb, 


Baxxrvrrey—Actr or Bankxrurrey—BExscurion—Surzvas of Goons axp 
Possession or Saaawy rox Over Twanty-ons Days—Sueuer s Fees - 
Possussion Monny—Oosré or Exsourron—Banxavrrer Acr, 18080 (53 & 
54 Vier. c. Tl), 8 11, sumesperron 1, 





[Reported by H. L. Onmisrox, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


~ Application for an order to review the taxation of the costs of fhe Sheriff 
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of Surrey. On the 13th of March, 1902, the sheriff seized the goods of the 
debtors, and he retained possession of them until the 29th of May in the 
same year. On the 8th of May the creditor gave the sheriff instructions to 
sell the goods, and on the 16th of May a receiving order was made against 
the debtors on their own petition. The act of bankruptcy to which the 
title of the trustee related back became complete upon the 3rd of April. 
Notice of the receiving order was given to the sheriff upon the 21st of May, 
and upon the 29th of May the official receiver ordered him to withdraw 
from possession. When the costs of the execution came to be taxed the 
sheriff claimed possession money down to the 29th of May, but the 
taxing-master refused to allow possession money for more than twenty- 
one days—that is, to the 3rd of April. The sheriff applied to the court to 
review the taxation, and the application was heard on the 9th of February, 
when judgment was reserved. 

Feb. 16.—Wrieurt, J., dismissed the application, holding that the costs 
of possession after the proper time for sale had gone past were not costs of 
the execution as against the debtor, unless the debtor consented to the 
prolongation of possession. The present case must be treated as if, at the 
date to which the trustee’s title related back (the 3rd of April), the 
trustee came into the place of the debtor by operation of law. As against 
him, therefore, the costs of such prolonged possession were not costs of 
the execution, for it was not prolonged with his consent. The sheriff's 
remedy, if any, was against the execution creditor, not against the estate, 
which had in no way benefited by the prolongation of possession.—CounseL, 


Muir Mackenzie; S. G. Lushington, Soutcrtors, Wigan, Champernowne, §| His lordship did 


Prescott; The Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 
[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re DILLON. £x paric THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER. Wright, J. 16th Feb. 


Bankruptcy—Taxation—Orriciat RecerveR—APPLICATION TO ReMIT FOR 
Re-TAXATION. 


Application by the official receiver for. Plymouth and East Stonehouse 
that a bill of costs in a proceeding in the bankruptcy might be sent back 
to the taxing officer for re-taxation. In this case a litigant had obtained 
from the Divisional Court in Bankruptcy an order giving him leave to take 
P i in the name of the official receiver, who had opposed the 
making of such order. The proceedings were unsuccessful, and costs 
were given against the official receiver, the nominal plaintiff. The solicitor 
who nominally appeared for the official receiver appeared in the taxation, 
when only £79 were taxed off a bill for £993. The official receiver had no 
notice of the taxation, and, consequently, was not present or represented 
otherwise than by the solicitor nominally appearing for him. The official 
receiver asked that the bill might be sent back for re-taxation on the 
grounds that the solicitor who appeared was not really acting for him and 
that he had had no notice of the taxation. 

Wricut, J., after expressing considerable doubt on the question, 
decided that the official receiver ought to have an opportunity of being 
represented by a real solicitor of his own, and objecting to such items as 
he desired, and accordingly ordered that the bill should be sent back for 
re-taxation.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie ; Lincolu Reed. Sou.scrrons, Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade; Greenways. 


[Reported by P. M, Francxr, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





Solicitors’ Case. 


Re NEWEN. CARRUTHERS ». NEWEN. Farwell, J. 
12th and 13th Feb. 
Gexerat Powers or 4 Cocntnry Acrent or a Lonpon Soricrror. 

Motion to discharge order made in the Liverpool District Registry under 
the following circumstances. ‘Trustees of the estate of George Newen 
(deceased) issued in December last a summons in the district registry asking 
for directions in regard to notices served upon them by two railway com- 
panies which proposed to take part of the trust estate, also asking for leave 
to oppose the railway companies’ application to Parliament for powers, 
and that the costs might be paid out of the estate. The tenants 
for life and a Mr. Davey, remainderman and trustee, were defendants. 
A few days later the tenants for life took out a summons to 
remove proceedings from the Liverpool District Registry to London. 
Messrs. Jevons & Ryley, solicitors, of Liverpool, acted as agents for 
Messrs. Smiles & Co., the London solicitors, who on the 10th of January 
instructed Mr. Ryley in these terms: “ Failing an order dismissing Mr. 
Carruthers’ application with costs, and giving costs on our application, 
you will please adjourn the matter to the judge.’’ Both summonses came 
before the registrar on the 12th of January, and Mr. Ryley attended as 
agent for Smiles & Co., when the following terms were endorsed on the 
summonses : ‘‘ Defendants desiring that no further opposition to the bills 
should be offered by trustees, no order, except that costs of all parties 
should be paid out of the estate.’ The words “ by consent’ had been 
accidently omitted. The plaintiffs contended that this was a “‘ consent 
order ’’ ; the defendants took the opposite view, and now moved todischarge 
it. His lordship having heard evidence decided that it was a “‘ consent 
or ler.”’ Whereupon the point was taken that the agent solicitor had no 
authority as agent to effect a compromise, and on this point judgment 
was given and the appeal dismissed. Counsel for Mr. Carruthers submitted 
(1) t the solicitors on the record had a general authority to compromise 
actions which could only be. limited by express prohibition ; (2) that it 
made no difference if the solicitor on the record was 4 town or country 

ent for another solicitor. He cited the following: La Touch y. Pacherante 
(I Salk. 86), Wilding v. Sanderson (1897, 2 Ch. 534), Ainsworth v. Wilding 


— 





E. & E. 839), Griffith v. Williams (1 Term. Rep. 710), Chown v. Parrot (14 
C. B. N. 8. 74, 83), Withers v. Parker (28 L. J. N. 8. Ex. 292, 39) 
Harvey v. Croydon Sanitary Authority (26 Ch. D. 249), Neale v. Gordon Lennog 
(1902, A. C. 469, 471), Hickman v Berens (1895, 2 Ch. 638), Huddersfielg 
Bank v. Lister (1895, 2 Ch. 273), Lewis v. Lewis (45 Ch. D. 281), Zamplin y, 
James (15 Ch. D. 215), Goddard v. Jeffrys (30 W. R. 269). Counsel in sy 
port of the motion argued that the country or town agent was not the 
solicitor on the record, and had therefore no general power to compromise 
(ord. 12, r.10): Wray v. Kemp (26 Ch. D. 169). No privity of contract 
between agent and lay client. e 

Farwe.t, J.—In reality this was an appeal from the decision of the 
district registrar about costs which amounted to about £20. The registrar 
suggested when the matter came before him that it would be better, to saye 
the parties further expense, that no order should be made and that the 
costs should come out of the trust funds. His lordship was satisfied that 
this course was assented to by all parties. But by some slip the words 
‘‘ by consent ’’ were left out, and now the defendants moved to discharge 
the order, and it had been argued that it would not be right to the defend. 
ants to treat this as a consent order. Had there been any mistake? He 
could see none, and he could not really understand why the matter was being 
now contested. The Liverpool agent was the only witness called, and he 


gave no evidence of mistake. The agent in Liverpool had received a letter 
from the London solicitors which was said to be an absolute prohibi- 
tion of assent to any order but that suggested in the letter, 
not agree. The prohibition must be explicit, 
and that in the letter was not so. A _ solicitor had a_ general 
power to compromise actions provided he acted bond fide and reasonably 
unless there were an express prohibition. Then it was contended that 
Mr. Ryley had no authority to settle. Prestwich v. Poley was the best 
case to cite. Its head-note ran: ‘‘ An attorney has a general authority to 
compromise an action on behalf of his client provided he act reasonably 
and bond fide, and not in defiance of the direct and positive instructions of 
the client,’’ and Sir Montagu Smith, at p. 816, says: ‘‘ The attorney is the 
general agent of the client in all matters which may reasonably be expected 
to arise for decision in the cause. Everyone must reasonably expect that a 
cause may not be carried to its natural conclusion, and that it is proper 
and usual and often necessary to compromise. The authorities seem to me 
to establish clearly that the attorney has power to compromise the action 
in a fair and reasonable manner.’”’ It was clear, then, that a solicitor had 
general authority, but then it was said Mr. Ryley was only the Liverpool 
agent. No doubt there was no privity of contract between the agent and 
the lay client. But ord. 12, r. 10, made it necessary to have someone at 
hand, and Mr. Ryley had entered an appearance and been served with 
notice. His lordship did not agree with Mr. Parker’s contention that the 
solicitor on the record as agent for the principal solicitor had not the 
same power as between himself and the lay client as existed between the 
principal solicitor and the lay client. Where was the line to be drawn. 
The Court of Exchequerin Withers v. Parker must have intended what they 
said in their dicta:—Pollock, C.B., p. 294: ‘* I think it is of considerable 
importance that we should not opena facility for disputing arrangements 
of this description by creating a difference between the assent of an 
attorney and the assent of the agent. It might lead to very inconvenient 
consequences if we did not consider for the purposes of the suit the agent 
and attorney identically the same.’’ And Martin B., p. 295: ‘‘ I do protsst 
against any distinction being drawn between the act of the London agent 
and the Act of the country attorney. If we make such a distinction, I 
don’t know where we shall stop.” If the learned Barons did not mean 
what they said, his lordship did not know for what purpose the dicta were 
uttered. It would be calamitous to the conduct of business to hold other- 
wise. The application dismissed with costs.—CovunseL, Upjohn, K.C. , 
Butcher, K.C.; Parker ; Cozens-Hardy ; Mather ; Spence; Rutherford. Sv.sct- 
Tors, Carruthers, Collins, Robinson, §& Duffield; Robins, Billing, § Co. 
[Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at -Law. | 


Re ROMAIN. Buckley, J. 4th and 5th Feb. 


Costs—Purcnase AND Resate—ScaLe Feres—Nucorration—‘ ARRANGE 
THE Sate orn Purcnase’’—‘‘No Commission Parp sy Cuient 10 
Acent ’’—Comp.etinc ConveyANCE—GENERAL OrpDER UNDER Soricrrons’ 
Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 44), Scuepue I., Paxr I.,x. 1. 


This was a summons taken out by a client to review the decision of the 
taxing-master on the taxation of a solicitor’s bill of costs in connection 
with the purchase and resale of some houses. ‘The facts were to some 
extent in dispute, but, as they were found by his lordship, so far as they 
are material to be here stated, are as follows: Two men, Finkelstein and 
Diamant, introduced the property in question to the notice of the applicant, 
with the view of his purchasing and reselling it at a profit to a person 
whom they also introduced to the applicant. They also took @ 
part in negotiating the purchase and the resale. For their services 
they received two commissions, one in respect of the purchase and 
one in respect of the re-sale. The respondens also took part in 
bath transactions. Inasmuch as the applicant resold to the sub- 
purchaser, all that the solicitor did in respect of the conveyance was te 
receive the abstract from the original vendor and hand it on to the sub- 
purchaser, and to act in the same way with the requisitions. This con- 
veyance, when prepared, was one from the original vendor to the sub- 
purchaser, the applicant being made a party to it. Under these 
circumstances the respondent sought to charge two scale fees for 
negotiation, a scale fee for investigating the title and preparing and 
completing the conveyance to the applicant, and a scale fee for deducing 
the title and perusing and —s the conveyance to the sub-purchaser. 





(1896, 1 Ch. 673), Irestwich v. Poley (18 C. B. N. 8. 806), Fray v. Voules (1 


The taxing-master refused to disallow these charges, and the apples 
took out the present summons. 


On his behalf it was contended t 
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negotiation fee could not be charged by reason of rule 11, because the 
solicitor had not arranged the purchase or the resale, and because a 
commission had been paid by the client to an agent for the negotia- 
tion. It was also said that the two scale fees charged in respect 
of the conveyance were not payable, because the solicitor "les 
not done all the work mentioned in the schedule. The following 
cases were cited : Re Macgowan (1891, 1Ch. 105), Re Withall (1891, 3 Ch. 
8), Drielsma v. Manifold (1894, 3 Ch. 100), Re Lacy § Son 25 Ch. D. 301), 
Re Read (1894, 3 Ch. 238) and Re Baillie § Co. (15 Times L. R. 277). 

Brexey, J., in giving judgment, said that he was unable to agree with 
the decision at which the taxing-master had arrived. -The matter was one 
of principle arising from the construction of the rules and the decisions 
upon them. As Bowen, L.J., pointed out in Re Macgowan, there were two 
things to be satisfied—first, affirmatively, the solicitor must arrange the 
things mentioned in rule 11, and further, negatively, no commission must 
be paid by the client to an auctioneer orestate or otheragent. He thought 
that the solicitor did not arrange the sale or purchase. ‘‘ Arranging,’’ 
according to the Court of Appeal in Re Maegowan and Re Withall, meant 
that the solicitor must ‘‘entirely conduct the negotiation.’? That 
phrase meant that the solicitor was not to be one of a body of 

sons who negotiate; he must be the person who does substantially 
th2 whole of the negotiations. Assuming that the solicitor was employed 
to negotiate at all, on which point he was not satisfied, then he thought 
that the solicitor did not do the whole of the negotiation. He did not find 
the purchaser ; he did not find the purchaser when it was resold; and he 
did not settle the negotiation in the matter of either the one or 
the other. Then, even if the positive words of rule 11 were satisfied, the 
negative words were not. In respect of both the purchase and the resale 
a commission had been paid by the client to Finkelstein and Diamant. He 
thought, therefore, that the solicitor was not entitled to the scale fee for 
negotiating either the purchase or the resale. With regard to the other 
point, it had been held in Re Lacy § Son that in order to earn a scale fee 
for completing a purchase or a sale, the solicitor must do all the things 
specified in the schedule, so far as the contract required them to be 
done ; he must investigate the title and prepare and complete the con- 
veyance, or, if it be a sale, he must peruse and complete the conveyance. 
He had not done any of those things. It was said that in Re Read 
Kekewich, J., had held that there might be a scale fee in a somewhat 
similar case. The essential difference was that in Re Read the sub-sale 
had been not of the whole, but part of the property included in the 
original sale. Therefore there had been a conveyance in respect of the 
original purchase, and another conveyance in respect of the sub-sale. It 
might well be, under those circumstances, that some scale fee, perhaps 
even in respect of the whole original purchase-money, might be payable. 
But Re Read had no application to a case where the sub-sale was a sale of 
the whole of the property included in the original sale, and where, there- 
fore, the solicitor of the intermediate purchaser had nothing to do with 
completing the sale to his client, as distinguished from a sub-sale by his 
client. Re Lacy had. been observed upon in Re Baillie § Son, where the 
Court of Appeal had pointed out that Re Read had reference to sucha 
state of facts. He therefore sent the matter back to the taxing-master, 
whojwould allow the solicitor a proper fee in respect of the work which he had 
actually done.—Counset, P. S. Stokes and Mathew; H. S. A. Henriques. 
Soucirors, J. 8. Blankensee ; D. A. Romain. 

{Reported by H. L, Ormistoy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








The Land Transfer Acts 


Srrakine at the Auctioneers’ Institute on the 18th inst. on a paper read by 
Mr. Nottage, Mr. J. S. Rubinstein said that in 1862 Land Registration 
Acts were, by a coincidence, first passed in England and in New South 
Wales. ‘The latter, known as the ‘‘ Torrens Act,’ although a permissive 
Act, had worked most successfully in regard to Crown titles that were 
granted shortly before or subsequent to that date, but it had been found 
eee to put on the register older titles under which the great 
bulk of the land was held, owing to the difficulty and expense of 
tracing them. In this country, all the titles being old, the English 
Act failed completely. In 1875 another Act was passed to 
rectify this by providing that titles might be registered either as 
absolute, qualified, or possessory, it being represented that the two 
latter would, in course of time, mature into absolute titles. Qualified 
or possessory titles were wholly unknown in any country in the world but 
ourown. ‘The system was, however, for well-founded reasons, found un- 
workable, and the registry continued to be shunned until the Act of 1897 
made registration compulsory. Parliament accepted the 1897 Act as an 
experiment, intending that the system should be tried in one county only 
for three years. In former days the registrar had himself said ‘‘ No 
stem really beneficial to landowners would require to be forced upon 
em’’; and again: ‘‘ Compulsion is either unnecessary or it is unjust,” 
A system that was bad as a permissive one could not succeed simply by 
xing made compulsory. The system had now been in operation in London 
since the Ist of January, 1899, and beyond question it had_ seriously 
added to the difficulty, expense, delay, and risk of dealing with 
London properties. The additional expense in the case of small 
purchases—from £90 to £1,000—ranged from 24 per cent. to 41 
per cent. Part of the increased expenses no doubt came to solicitors, 
and this would continue so long as the Act lasted. What the Act had in 
accomplished was to create at the expense of the public a paying gold 
mine in which the officials were willing, and solicitors unwilling, share- 
ers. Possessory titles were practically the only ones now being 


registered only 69 were registered as absolute or qualified. The system 
of possessory registration had by the admission of the registry itself broken 
down, as it was longer contended that possessory titles would ever mature 
into absolute titles. There was not a word in Mr. Nottage’s paper to 
prove that the system in operation at the present day was of the slightest 
value. Yet some 200 pair of hands were still being kept employed in 
unwinding the red tape necessary for the registration each week of 
some 400 to 500 possessory titles, and for this work unfortunate pur- 
chasers and mortgagors were being mulcted in heavy fees. If private 
individuals were to obtain money under the present-day conditions that 
prevail at the registry a very ugly name woul be applied to their opera- 
tions, and they would speedily find themselves laid by the heels. Fore- 
seeing the collapse of the present system, the officials were obeying the 
instinct of self-preservation in now seeking for a new system, and conse- 
quently they had put forward three brand new schemes for making titles 
absolute. Two of these were, however, officially declared to be ine ient, 
because, forsooth, the consent of Parliament to their adoption would have 
to be obtained. This holy horror of Parliament was highly significant. 
The officials must be congratulating themselves that they had the fore- 
sight to obtain from Parliament three years back, before a practical knowledge 
of the compulsory sy stem had been obtained, agrant of £265,000 public money 
to build a worthless registry office on a site since acquired in Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields. The third scheme, suggested by the registrar, was a most amazing 
one. This was that possessory titles should in future be registered under 
new regulations, and after two years these titles were to be treated as 
absolute and guaranteed by the state. The suggestion that the state 
should, without Parliamentary sanction, be responsible to an unlimited 
extent in guaranteeing titles by the thousands exceeded in audacity any- 
thing previously suggested. All the influence which the officials, and 
even a Lord Chancellor, could bring to beat must surely prove futile to 
bring about such a result. The officials obviously did not care whose 
houses or what number of houses were burnt down so long as they obtained 
for themselves a satisfactory quantity of roast pig. 

Dealing with the suggestion that auctioneers would benefit ifthe new system 
foreshadowed came into operation, Mr. Rubinstein pointed out that under 
the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act of 1881 solicitors were entitled tu a scale 
charge for negotiating a loan, but which in practice solicitors had been in the 
habit of waiving in favour of the auctioneers’ right to a procuration fee. If, 
however, the solicitors’ scale charges on purchases and mortgages were 
abolished, solicitors could not be blamed if they required the negotiation 
fee, a result that would certainly be felt by auctioneers. Further, solicitors 
were entitled to conduct sales by auction, and they might find it necessary 
to adopt the Scotch system of doing all the preliminary work in connection 
with a sale and only employ the auctioneer to take the biddings on the sale 
day. Happily the public eye was opening rapidly to the real merits of the 
controversy. The persistent ref: of the authorities to grant last year 
the inquiry that was to have followed the expiration of the three years’ 
trial in London had aroused grave public suspicion. Proof of this was 
found when local authorities so far a) as the City, Kensington, and 
Battersea had each taken up the demand for an inqui The views of the 
press and the resolutions of such important bodies as the Incorporated Law 
Society, the Land Law Reform Association, and more than one Chamber of 
Commerce had hitherto been treated with ill-disguised contempt. The 
recent refusal of Northamptonshire, however, to adopt the system was a 
matter which the authorities could not ignore, and there were many 
indications that the united demand of everyone interested in property for 
an inquiry could not be much longer evaded. 








Companies. 


Law Guarantee and Trust Society. 


AnnvaL MEETING. 

The annual meeting of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society was held 
on Wednesday at the offices, Chancery-lane, Mr. T. Raw te (the chairman) 
presiding. 

The report stated that during the year the sum of £170,715 15s. 9d. 
had been received for premiums, fees as trustees, and commissions, which 
was in excess of the income received last year from these sources, and, 
after allowing the sum of £52,259 7s. 1ld. for re-assurances, left 
£118,455 17s. 10d.. he percentage of management expenses, 
inclusive of agents’ commission, directors’ and auditors’ fees, 
on the above net income was for the year 27.65. The sum of 
£50,000, being the premium received in connection with the issue of 
new shares, had been added to the general reserve fund, which now 
stood at £180,000. ‘The special reserve of £50,000 for claims in suspense 
had been resorted to during the year for the purposes for which it was 
created. It was now proposed to carry the sum of £14,146 4s. 3d. to the 
special reserve, bringing that fund up to £25,000, which the directors 
considered would be wallicicns to provide for ascertained liabilities. The 
balance of revenue, including the amount brought forward from last 
year, was £30,394 Os. 8d. From this £4,000 had been paid as interim 
dividend for the half year ending the 30th of June last, 
£1,196 1s. 11d. interest on the new share capital to the 30th of September 
last. The directors recommended that a further sum should d 
on the old shares in respect of the half year ending the Sst of Desahen, 
1902, free of income tax, making the dividend 10 per cent. for the year, 
and on the new shares at the same rate, fer the quarter ending the 
31st of December, 1902, also free of income tax. This will leave 
£16,697 8s. 9d. to be carried forward. The directors a rs: to report 





the death of their esteemed colleague, Sir Joseph Sebag Montefiore. 
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Mr. T. R. Rowatp (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeti s 
The CGuatnuae, in aula te aden of the pent said he Cheng 

he might congratulate them upon a satisfactory account. r refe 
will teaeet to the loss the Board had sustained in the death of Sir Josep 
Montefiore, he said that the authorized capital of the society now stood at 
£2,000,000, in respect of which there had been paid up £200,000. There 
had been added to the general reserve the entire sum derived from the 
remiums on the issue of the new capital—namely, £50,000, which 
ught the general reserve up to £180,000. The Board proposed to 
write up the “reserve for claims in suspense and rebates” to £25,000. 
It was less than the sum they thought necessary last year, but this 
arose from the fact that during the year they had paid away larger 
sums for claims than in the preceding year. “ Sundry creditors ” (includin 
reassuring companies) stood at, £49,923 17s. 1d., a large proportion o 
which was due to the reassuring companies, it also included such items 
as income-tax, now, unfortunately, a very large sum over £2,500, as 
well as money they held of their sinking fund business, and other 
items. The revenue account balance was £25,197 8s. 9d., as against 
£23,876 last year. Turning to the credit side, the investments amounted 
to £202,402 13s. 7d., and he thought they would agree that that was a 
very handsome sum. It was all in first-class investments. The item 
“premises ”—that was the building in which they were met—stood at 
over £12,500 (more than last year). The addition was most 
satisfactory, everything had been well done by the builders, 
and he thought they had made a very good bargain in obtaining the 
new accommodation. The business had grown, and was growing to 
such an extent that staff were far too closely packed, but now the 
society had a handsome building amply sufficient for all their purposes. 
“Properties taken over—pending realization” stood at £138,335 3s. 9d. ; 
that figure was in excess of the amount which appeared 
in last year’s balance-sheet, and it might appear to require 
some explanation. Of course, an essential of conducting the business 
properly was that they should not be compelled to sacrifice any part 
of such properties. A large proportion of the business consisted 
of mortgage insurances, and when mortgages had to be paid off they 
took a transfer of the securities, and, instead of forcing a sale and 
sacrificing large amounts, the society, having sufficient capital, the 
directors were able to preserve these properties so taken over from a 
serious loss, which would arise if they were to force the sale, and 
thereby reduce the amount at which their value was fixed. 
He should like to mention that the figure was absolutely less 
than the average of the last three years. he next items, “ Advances 
against securities and sundry debtors, £73,516 9s. 7d.,” and “Out- 
standing premiums, £17,269 16s. 2d.,” were in excess of what they were 
last year, but this was a mere accident. The “Cash at 
bankers” stood at the handsome sum of £27,125 8s. 3d. The claims 
paid were £64,451 9s. 7d., which was an increase upon the amount last 
year, but it would be found that that explained why it was that the 
Board did not want such a large sum to their special reserve. During 
the year they had paid larger sums out of the income, it so happened, 
than in the year before, with the result that there were fewer claims in 
suspense, and, therefore, there was no necessity for providing so large 
an amount as before. The balance brought down was £32,266 2s. 11d. 
The premium income, including fees as trustees and com- 
missions, was £170,715 15s. 9d., which was a trifle less than the 
amount last year but then there was a profit on realization of securities. 
They were all familiar with the fact that it was in the preceding year 
that they were able to dispose of the Carlton Hotel amongst other 
properties, which had been a very successful transaction. The 
fact was that to-day the premium income was in excess 
of that of last year, and that they all knew was an absolute 
record year. It was not likely that in the history of any com- 
mercial concern such as theirs they would advance by such 
leaps and bounds as in the year 1901, because that was an enormous 
increase over the preceding year, but it was satisfactory to the 
proprietors to know that the premium income had absolutely increased 
The Board had increased the re-insurances, which was, in fact, an ad- 
ditional reserve. The re-insurances were well selected, and stood at 
££2Z.259. as against. £46,000 last year. There was an increase, therefore, 
on the side of caution. The balance brought down was £32,266 2s. 11d., and 
they added to that the premium of 10s. per share on the new shares, which 
brought the total to £82.266 2s. 11d. The Board proposed to transfer to 
the general reserve £250,000, which was the premium on the new shares, 
and they did not propose to take from that a single shilling in connection 
with the expense of the issue, or of the purchase of additional furniture. 
Then they would add £14,000 to the special reserve, to make up £25,000, 
and write off expenses of the issue of the new shares, and the result was a 
balance carried down of £13,517 12s. 9d., which, added to the balance on 
the 31st of December, 1901, would give a total of £37,394 Os. 8d., as the 
net result of the year’s trading. The Board proposed it should be applied to 
the payment of the interim dividends and interest on the new shares, which 
would leave a net balance of £25,197 8s. 9d. The year had not been a 
favourable one for the society’s operations. In commercial circles there 
had been a great absence of enterprise. A large proportion of their busi- 
ness consisted of the issue of debentures to commercial companies, and 
there had been a dearth of that class of business. There was one very 
— feature of last year’s trading, the question of licences insurance. 

t was a branch of their business which had been remunerative and v 
satisfactory, but in consequence of the knowledge the Board had been 
enabled to gain on the subject, they had purposely refrained from 
transacting any licensing insurance in certain areas, and, as a result, they 


"9 


——= 
had escaped what would probably end in loss ; but, on the other hand, 
they had not got the additional income which would have accrued. The 
was no doubt there would be a very considerable reduction in the number ¢ 
licences, and the Board did not intend to renew the insurances unless they 
could do so on terms not unfavourable to the society. On the whole thy 
might congratulate themselves on what they had done. They had adda 
£50,000 to the general reserve, bringing it up to the handsome sup ¢ 
£180,000, within approachable distance of the whole of their pai 
capital, £200,000. The society had attained the position of a 10 per cay 
safe and well-secured investment, plus the strength of the reserve, whig, 
had always been kept intact. They had £200,000 invested and £180,000, 
reserve, and had added £14,000 to the special reserve this year, paid, 
dividend of 10 per cent., really 10§, because it was free of income tax, aj 
cairied forward £16,697 8s. 9d. He thought that would be regarded » 
satisfactory. In addition to the reserve, they had charged against reveny 
the expense of the issue of the new shares and the office furniture. Ty 
additional re-insurances was another form of reserve. They had paid fy 
the new buildings £12,000, so that they had really expended over £22.) 
in addition to what he had previously mentioned. He might congratulay 
them on the steady growth of the society. They were getting the bes 
business, and the principal care of the Board was to make a wise selection, 
He thought they might look forward to the continuation of the som 
position in the future. ; 

Mr. E. F. Turner (vice-chairman) seconded the motion. 

The CuarrMan, replying to the remarks of several shareholders, said that 
the premium income last year was in excess of the average of the 
last three years. The investments appeared in the accounts at cost price, 
and substantially they were at the same to-day. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 

On the motion of the CHarrMAN, seconded by the Vice-CHairmay, 4 
dividend was clared at the rate of 10 per cent. per annum. 

On the motion of the Cuarrman, seconded by Mr. R. PEnntveron, th: 
retiring directors (Messrs. E. J. Bristow, J. E. Gray Hill, W. Maples, 
and E. F. Turner) were re-elected. 

Mr. Gray Hu, in returning thanks, said he was the largest shar. 
lolder in the society, and he was satisfied that it was in a thoroughly 
sound and healthy state. 

On the motion of Mr. Hottoway a vote of thanks was passed to th 
chairman, the directors, and the staff. 

The CHarrman, in returning thanks, said that the Board had associated 
with them as manager a gentleman of whom he might venture to say ther 
was no insurance office in London, or anywhere else, that had a better, their 
highly-esteemed general manager, Mr. Ronald. He had a very difficult 
place to fill. The business he had to deal with was of an unusual chara. 
ter, requiring a combination of acumen and knowledge of a variety of 
subjects. He was assisted by an excellent staff who worked very loyally 
under their chief. 








Obituary. 
Mr. Russell Cooke. 


We have to record, with much regret, the death, on the 30th ult., of Mr 
Russell Cooke, of 87, Westbourne-terrace, W., and Bellecroft, Newport, 
I.W., senior partner in the firm of Messrs. Russell Cooke & Co., solicitor, 
of 11, Old-square, Lincoln’s-inn. Mr. Russell Cooke, who died at the 
early age of forty-eight, was the second son of the late Mr. William Major 
Cooke, metropolitan police magistrate, and was appointed legal adviser to 
H.R.H. Princess Henry of Battenberg as Governor of the Isle of Wight, 
a post which came to him with peculiar fitness, as he and his family had 
long been residents in the island. He was also legal adviser to the Liberal 
Central Association, and his firm was engaged in many election and 
munici titions, notably those at Rochester, Lichfield, Pembroke, 
Christchurch, Wick, Islington, Chelsea, and Shrewsbury. Mr. Russell 
Cooke, who was of a singularly kind and genial temperament, took infinite 
pains in all matters entrusted to him, and his numerous clients and friends 
always held him in high regard and esteem. Mr. Paget Cooke becomes 
now the head of the firm of which he has for many years been a partner. 


Mr. E. D. Godwin. 


We regret to announce the death, on Sunday morning, in his sixty-thind 
year, of Mr. Edward Douglas Godwin, solicitor, of Winchester. He was 
admitted in 1865, and was the head of the firm of Messrs. E. D. Godwin & 
Son. He was for many years registrar of the Winchester County Coutt, 
also district registrar of the High Court, and since 1887 clerk to the 
Winchester City Bench of Magistrates. He was also under-sheriff of 
Hampshire. In 1877 he was made an alderman of the city of Winchester, 
and in 1880 was chosen mayor. Mr. Godwin’s illness began with an attack 
of typhoid fever, brought on, it is thought, by eating oysters at the mayoral 
banquet held on the 10th of November last. The typhoid was followed 
by an attack of pneumonia and heart disease. 








We learn with great regret from the Pall Mail Gazette that the creditors 
of Mr. William Henry Miles Booty, solicitor, of Raymond-buildings, 
Gray’s-inn, met on Wednesday, at the London Bankruptcy Court, 
decided to wind up the estate in bankruptcy. The debtor, says the above 
mentioned journal, estimates his liabilities at £150,000, of which £25,00 
is in connection with trust moneys, and he returns assets to the amount 
of £200,000, but regarded as of doubtful realizable value. Declining 
practice and ill-health are the causes assigned for the failure, 
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Legal News. 


Appointments. ; 


Mr. O. E. Bopprxeron, barrister-at-law, has been elected President of 
the British Chamber of Commerce in Paris for the coming year. 


Mr. P. Bruce Seart, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Bruce Searl & 
Good, of 5, John-street, Bedford-row, London, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions, 


Wu1am Lavrence Cooper, Aveustus Turner, and Marten LLEWELLYN 
Evans, solicitors (Cooper, Turner, & Evans), Brook House, 10-11, Wal- 
brook. July 31. The- said Augustus Turner and Marten Llewellyn 
Frans will continue to carry on the business under the same style or firm 
of Cooper, Turner, & Evans at the above address. (Gazette, Feb. 17. 


General. 


It is announced that, for their services in international law, the Mikado 
of Japan proposes to confer the Second Class of the Order of the Rising 
Sun on Professor Holland and Professor Westlake. 


At High Wycombe on the 13th inst. the county magistrates presented a 
massive silver salver to Mr. Thomas J. Reynolds, who had been their clerk 
for thirty-eight years, and who recently resigned. During Mr. Reynolds’s 
long tenure of office, says the Daily Mail, no decisions were upset on 
appeal. 

The American Law Review mentions a recent case in which a man of the 
name of Driver was tried for stealing five hogs belonging to a Mr. Pig. 
One of the witnesses was named Hamm, the Lage sang, qperng A name 
was Chew, and the counsel for the defence was Miles. e are informed, 
says the Globe, that the merriment in court occasioned by the oddness of 
these names reached its climax when the judge was boldly invited to solve 
this problem: “If Driver drove Pig’s hogs for Miles, would Hamm be fit 


to Chew?” 

The device of briefing all the distinguished counsel on a particular 
circuit has, says the Daily Telegraph, often been resorted to by plaintiffs. 
Some forty years ago’ an application was made to Bramwell, B., in 
chambers, on behalf of a defendant, to order the removal of a case from 
the South Wales Circuit to London because this step had been taken. 
The learned baron inquired whether Mr. Hardinge Giffard, then a rising 
but not over-busy junior, had been retained. On being told that he had 
not, he advised the defendant to secure Mr. Giffard’s services at once, and 
refused to change the venue. Bramwell, B., was a far-sighted person. 


Not long ago, says the Globe, the Bar Council declared that it was 
contrary to the etiquette of the profession for members of the bar to 
consent to the publication of their portraits in legal journals. This 
declaration has been recalled in connection with an article in the Strand 
Magazine on ‘*K.C.s and their Chambers,’’ which is adorned by 
portraits of some of the most distinguished leaders of the bar. These 
pictures represent the eminent lawyers seated in photographic attitudes 
at their paper-laden desks, and afford glimpses of the well-furnished rooms 
in which they spend their laborious lives. Several of these K.C.s being 
members of the Bar Council, have, strangely enough, been accused of 
inconsistency in their consenting to the publication of their portraits. 


The judicial business of the House of Lords, which will be resumed this 
week, is, says the Globe, unusually heavy. As many as cag env i 
stand for hearing—twenty-six from England, three from tland, and 
two from Ireland. The demon of delay dogs the footsteps of litigants 
even to the House of Lords. Three cases now standing for hearing have 
lingered in the list since last June. Four appeals stand for judgment, 
including Dean and Chapter of Chester v. Bishops of Chester, and Earl of Horne 
v. Lord Bethaven and Stenton, There are four peerage claims in the list— 
vit, Norfolk (Earldom) ; Darcy de Knayth, Meyniil and Fauconberg (Baronies) ; 
Taaffe (claim to vote); and Poulett (Earldom). The first two claims have 
stood in the list more than two years. For this delay, however, the Law 
Lords are not necessarily to blame. 


The Supreme Court of Georgia, in the case of Hopsin v. State, says the 
Albany Law Journal, distinctly affirmed the right of an accused be 
present at all stages of his trial. It appeared that some time after the 
jury had retired to deliberate upon their verdict, they were recalled and 
given a second charge in the absence of the accused and his counsel. It 
also appeared that this charge was the same in substance as that which 
had been delivered in the first instance, but this fact would not excuse 
the omission to have the defendant present in court. After condemning 
the practice and carefully reviewing the case, the court said: ‘The great 
point is that the accused and his counsel have the right to be present at 
every stage of the proceedings, and personally see and know what is being 
done in the case, ‘To say that no injury results when it — that what 
occurred in their absence was regular and legal, would, in effect, prac- 
tically do away with this great and important right, one element of which 
is to see to it that what does take place is in accord with good law and 
good practice.”’ 

An interesting adjudication, with reference to the revocation of a will, 
Was, says the Albany Law Journal, given by the Supreme Court of Georgia 








in the case of Oetjen v. Octjen. - It that in the left-hand corner of 
the last sheet upon which the will been written appeared this entry : 
‘This, my last will and testament, is of no avail, and null and void.’’ The 
entry was signed by the testator and dated, but the names of no subscrib- 
ing or attesting witnesses appeared signed thereto, nor was the entry 
written in such a manner as to obliterate or cancel any material portion of 
the will. The court refers to a case which it had previously decided, 
where it was held that, in order for a written entry upon a will to operate 
as a revocation, it must have either been attested in the same manner and 
with the same formality as is required for the execution of a will, or the entry 
must have been written upon will in such a manner as to obliterate or 
cancel some material portion. The facts of the present case, said the court, 
are almost identical, the only difference being one word of the en 
in the present case was written across one word in the last line of the will. 
This word was in a sentence which stated merely that a word in the will 
had been changed before signing. It thus appears that no material portion 
of the will was obliterated, even if the mere writing across a word in a will, 
leaving the same perfectly legible, could be said to be an obliteration or 
can tion, within the meaning of the statute, which provides that a will 
may be revoked by cancelling some material portion thereof. 












’ The annual meeting of Lloyds Bank was held at the Grand Hotel, Bir- 
mingham, on the 13th inst. . J. Spencer Phillips (chai ) presided, 
and there were present: Messrs. C. E. Barnett, J. B. Close Brooks, W. De 
Winton, H. W. Hind, E. B. Hoare, R. Hobson, J. Arthur Kenrick, 
Howard Lloyd, R. B. Lloyd, W. Small, A. W. Summers, J. Tomkinson, 
M.P., R. V. Vassar-Smith, G. D. Whatman, and R. Woodward (directors), 
E. Alexander Duff (general ay J. Dixon Taylor and Alexander 
Fyshe (country general managers), E. J. Harrison (secretary). The report 
shewed an available profit for the year of £735,897. Out of this an interim 
dividend at the rate of 174 per cent., free of income tax, was declared for 
the first half-year, and a final dividend of 16s. per share, free of tax, 
being at the rate of 20 per cent. per annum for the past half-year, with 
£69,072 to be carried forward. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora of ReGistaars 1x ATTENDANCE oN 


Date Emerceycy Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
P Rota. No. 2. Kexewics. ByaEye. 
Monday, Feb. soeee23 Mr. R. Leach Mr. Beal Mr. Pemberton Mr. Greswell 





Jackson 
Pemberton 
Jackson 
Jackson 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


Feb. 23.—Mr. Wa. Hoveutos, at the Mart, at 2:—Walthamstow : The Plough Inn, old- 
established fully-licensed i i i — Wood-street Railway Station, 
aS Sees re , from which it is distant only five minutes’ 
walk. Solicitors, Messrs. W. ton & Son, London.—Walthamstow : Freehold 


, wn as Wi House, at the corner of 
-street and Church-lane, three minutes’ walk from Wood-street Station 
on the a Ry. Solicitors, Messrs. Birt, Son, & Lea, (See advertisements, 


Feb. 7, p. 6. 

Feb. 24. ideas. Desenuam, Tewsox, Faruen, & Baroeewaren, at the Mart, at 2: City 
Freehold, 46, Fleet-street, ocoupyi ominent position on the south side, within a 
short distance of i i 


Residential and Building 
Shernhall. 


for 21 years from 1886, um, isa » 
1907. A Freehold Shop, No. 21, New-street, len, on lease for 14 years from 
Christmas, 1896, fl at the of the first seven years, at £90 
for the first severi years, Freehold 


for the last seven gig £% per annum. A 
Ground-rent of £50 per annum, secured u 0. 27, New-street, Covent-garden ; let 
ici Messrs. Bridges, Sawtell, & Co. and Messrs. Taylor, 
Stileman, & Underwood, London.—Westbourne-square, Hyde Park : Several Town 
Residences, offering secure Leasehold Investments; one with fy Sob 
Messrs. Woulfe & fons, London. (See advertisements, Feb. 7, p. 6.) 
Feb. 26.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, in Three Lots: Ground. 
rents of £37 9s, per annum, at Camberwell, with to rack-rents af about £200 
vy annum, Solicitors, Messos. Greenop & Son, London.—Peckham: A Freehold 
adlic-house, a F Factory, Leasehold Ground and three Houses (one with 
hop). Bolicitors, Messrs. King, Wigg, & Co., London. (See advertisements, this 
week, p. 5.) 


Results of Sales 


Reversions axp Lire Pourcres. 


Messrs. H. E. Fosrra & Crayrrecp held their usual Eee Sie (No. 738) af 
the above Interests, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last, when wing were soki, 





the total realized being £5,685, 
REVERSIONS: £ 
Absolute to £4,225 128. Qd.; life 58 Sold £2,000 
Absolute to One-sixth of £004 10s. per annum ; lifes ... > ee 18% 
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LIFE POLICIES: £ 
For £500; life 57 one ons exe pm ose = wa éos -~ 280 
For £1,000 (fully-paid) ; life 42 ... son ooo oes ti “a he 525 
For £1,000; life72 .. wee oo eee ooe on ae oe 1,050 
For £1,500; life 88... oak eed je ea: ae eA on8 ‘. 1,230 


For £1,000; life 64 ... oes vee avd vee ” 450 


Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & BraipGewarter sold at the Mart, on Tuesday, 
February 17th, the Freehold Laundry Premises, situate at the corner of Ri ult-road and 
Buer-road, near Putney-bridge Station, for £5,500. Harroway Works, Harroway-road, 
Freehold Factory Premises, with counting-house and private office on the ground floor, 
£4,360. Fulham-road: No. 50, Purser’s-cross-road, let at £38; term 87 years, at £5; £400. 








Winding-up Notices. 
Lonton Gazette-—Fripay, Feb. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep In CHANCERY. 


* Axpanta” SteAmsuip Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 30, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim, to William 
Roberts, 26, Chapel st, Liverpool. Weightman & Co, solors for liquidator 

Brartisn Evecrric Street Tramways, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 9, 
directed to be heard Feb 24. ocks & Colson, 22, Walbrovk, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Feb 23 

Baitisu S1uica Asp Granite Co, Liurep - Creditors are required, on on before March 1, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to A. E. 
pom 22, St Mary’s gate, Manchester. Hawley & Jackson, Longton, solors for 

iquidator 

City or Brawincuam Isvestwest Corporation, Limtrep—Creditors are required, on or 
before Feb 28, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to John Wild, 2, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Co-operative Freenotp Hovse Property Investment Trust, Limitep —Petn for 
winding up, presented Feb 5, directed to be heard Feb 24. Cresswell, 1, Staple inn, 
Holborn, solor tor petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 23 

Downsarton Stup Farm Co, Luourep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to 
be heard at the Guildhall, Canterbury, on March 2. Bird & Eldridges, 10, Great James 
st, Bedford row, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not 
later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 1 

H. M. Satwoxy & Co, Lumtrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 5, directed to be 
heard Feb 24. Hicks & Co, 34, King st, Covent gdn, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 23 

Navat, Minitary, axyp Civin Service Co-operative Society or Sovrn AFRICA, 
Lim1tep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 5, directed to be heard Feb 24. Lickfold, 
4, Copthall chmbrs, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 23 

Pyrexees Mivxerars, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed to be 
heard Feb 24. Ashurst & Co, 11, Throgmorion av, solors for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not Jater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 23 

Sappie Hore, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Nathan Yates, 4, 
Wood-street, Bolton. Fielding & Fernihough, Bolton, solors for liquidator 


London Gazette.—Tvuespay, Feb. 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luoutzp 1x CHANCERY. 

Asxam Porruyay Quarry Co, Luntrp—Creditors are required, on or before March 25, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to 
Mr. Frederick J. Harrison, Fountain st, Ulverston. Binyon & Chapman, Ulverston, 
solors for liquidator 

Carzos (New) Syxpicate, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed to 
be heard March 3. Stothart & Bannerman, London wall, solors for petners Notice of 
a - must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

Feaxcessurcs, Linrrep—Petn No. 2 for winding up, presented Feb 12, directed to be 

at the Court House, Corporation st, Birmingham, on Feb 26. Cave & Co, 20, East- 
cheap, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 25 

Gieau Prsiisnixe Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 23, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G. Ensor 
Mount, Dashwood House, New Broad st 

J. Macnets: & Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to send their 
names and a/ldresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. George 
Torrance Milne, 139, South Lambeth rd,8.W. Watkins, 6, South sq, Gray's inn, solor 

M. & C. M. Fitznexey, Luutep—Creditors are required, on or before March 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Hyland, 
$1, Cannon st. Miller & Co, St Stephen’s chmbrs, Telegraph st, solors for the 
liquidator. 

Witsaize Deve.oruest Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, 
- send wy a names and oe 5 _—_ .—- 1 of their debts or claims, to 

ey Pears, 14, George st, nsion House. ie & Co, Broad st House, solors fc 
the lepuideioe rge ng! , solors for 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crain. 
London Gazetiz.—Turspay, Jan. 27. 
Geosseacu, Beexanv, Highbury New Park, China Merchant March 5 Grossbaum v 
_  Grosbaum, Swinfen Eady, J Gray, Corporation chmbr«, Guildhall yard 
Waiexee, Witiiax Hexey, Audley Hotel, Mount st, Licensed Victualler March 5 
Nicholoon vy Whisker, Master Fox, Hoyal Courts of Justice May & Co, Suffolk 
House, Laurence Pountney hill 
Londm Gaztie.—Frivay, Jan. ®. 
Scort, Fiogesce Avovets Wuitenover, Kingwlown rd, Holloway March 3 Neale v 
Sott, Swinfen Eady,J. Whitehead, 63, Queen Victoria «t 
London Gasctte.—F¥ nivay, Feb. 6. 
Ki.ees, sms, Manchester May18 Barlow v McKeggiec, Registrar, Manchester Lay- 


cock, heste 
Wiitsus, Heser, Cheltenham, Hay and Corn Dealer March 10 Holder v Williams, 
Kekewich,J Uckervall, Cheltenham 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gaeette.—Tenavary, Feb. 3. 
Asser, Greagp Asvzrw, Putney March 16 Waller & Son, John #t, Adelphi 





——., 


te rise March 15 Hubbard & Co, Cannon st 
rd, Westbourne pk March 14 Billbrough & Plaskitt, 


Barrp, Victoria, Swains In, Hig! 
Banks, Caaries Epmvuxp, Corn 
Jewry 

Bennett, STEPHEN, Knighton, Leicester March3 Harvey & Clark, Leicester 

Buiunt, Caroting Ameia, Vauxhall Bri rd. March 4 Westcott, Strand 

Bodorp, Emtty Mary, Haywards Heath arch 7 Badham & Comins, Salter's Hall 
Cannon st 

Borras, Cuarugs, Gray’s inn March 12 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Boyce, Francis, Wimborne, Dorset March 4 Wilson, Manchester 

C.iecG, Water, Radcliffe on Trent, Notts, Yarn Agent March 5 Littlewood & Chatwin 
Nottingham - 

Deakin, BenJamin, Burslem, Staffs April1l Tomkinson & Co, Burslem 

Dossy, Mary, Halifax March2 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 


Ex.uiott, Henry Srerpnen, Wakefield, Mining Surveyor Feb 28 Weddall & Elliot, 
Leeds 


Foorp, Frepericx Samvet, Brislington, nr Bristol March 25 Tarr & Sons, Bristoj 

Futter, Artuur, Dorking, Butcher March 2 Down & Co, Dorking 

Green, Sir Franx, Upper Thamesst March 16 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Grims_e, WiLL1AM Norris Kine, Newhaven March 14 Cotton, Gresham st 

Hau, Exvizasetn Ann, Bradford Feb28 Fox & Crabtree, Bradford 

Heartuer, Fanny, Worthing March16 Bennett & Marsh, Worthing 

Hotvanp, Martna, Rochdale March 2 Holland, Rochdale 

Howarp, Harriet Tucker, Shanklin, I of W March16 Bolton & Co, Temple gins 
Temple av 

Juss, Harriet, Southport March 14 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Lepsam, Anna Maria, Edgbaston Feb 20 Williams & Son, Birmingham 

Lyne eet ane, Ellerton, Yorks March1 Perkins & Perkins, Sherburn in Elmet, South 

0 


MarsHati, Jonn Henry, New Hirst, Northumberland March7 Webb, Morpeth 

Miter, Danret, Stapleford Tawney, Essex March 3 Creed, Epping 

Mout.rver, Col Ropert Bovuveriz, Chiswick March9 Breach, Fleet st 

OvTHWAITE, MarGaret, Morecambe Feb 28 Whiteside, Morecambe 

Overatt, Witt1aM, Brighton, Confectioner March 12 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

OveraLt, Hargett, Brighton March 12 Stuckey & Co, Brighton 

PaPiLLoN, ALEXANDER FREDERICK WILLIAM, Reading Feb 28 Lamb & Co, Reading 

Parker, WALTER Cuar.es, Bournemouth March 5 Williamson & Co, Sherborne hn, 
King William st 

Patterson, Rt Rev James Lainp, Chelsea March9 Bolton & Co, Temple gdns, Tempe 

Pat.urrps, Evizaseru, Cardiff Feb 28 David & Evans, Cardiff 

Pitz, Joun, Plymouth, Accountant Feb 28 Rooker & Co, Plymouth 

Povrart, Witi1aMm, East Sheen, Mortlake March 14 Skewes Cox & Co, Richmond 

Richman, JAmMEs WILLIAM, Rochester March 25 Prall & Co, Rochester 

Saitx, Jam - Hixt, Enfield, Solicitor’s Clerk March 10 Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, 
Stran 

moan -poeoeg Axx, Outram st, Caledonian rd March1 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn 

elas 


Towxshexn, Mary Evizasetn, Gt Yarmouth March 24 Diver & Preston, Gt Yar 
mout. 


VauGHaN, ALFRED, Newcastle under Lyme Feb 28 T & E Slaney, Newcastle, Staffs 
Warpen, Nicwovas Hocken, Plymouth, Builder March 12 Wilson, Plymouth 
Wartersovse, Taomas, Sheffield March7 Sorby & Hall, Sheffield 
Warennouse, Saran, Sheffield March7 Sorby & Hall, Sheffield © 
Wepewoop, Joun Rapwaet, Barnes March 3 Iliffe & Co, Bedford row 
Wire, Joun, Stratford New Town Feb 28 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Woop, Euiza, Albert Hall mnsns March 2 Turner & Son, Leadenhall st 
Worruixeton, JonaTHAN Yorke, Benham Lodge, nr Newbury, Berks March 2 Bingham, 
Newbury 
Yaxintuis, GeorGce, Chelsea, Stockbroker March 30 Emanuel & Simmonds, Finsbury 
circus 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 6. 


Asuton, Froresce Crain Caroiine, Ventnor, lof W Marchi Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Boopie, GeorGiaNA Frances, Mells, Frome, Somerset Feb 24 Boodle & Co, Daviess, 
Berkeley sy 

Boonie, Rev Richarp GeorGe, Mells, Frome, Somerset Feb 24 Boodle & Co, Daviesé, 
Berkeley sq 

Borras, Cuarves, Gray’s inn March12 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Brace, WiituiAm Henry, Highbury, Silversmith March? Hale, Theobald’s rd 

Cann, Evizazetu, Saint Sidwell, Exeter Feb 27 Brutton & Hartley, Exeter 

Carrick, Frances Auicia, Roman rd, Bow March4 Knight, South sq, Gray’sinn 

Cuapre.i, Euity Exiza, Bath March 14 Stone & Co, Bath 

C.zeG, Tuomas Gitsert, Bradford, Printer March6 Richardson, Bradford 

Cun.irF£, Ropert Eviis, Ambleside, Westmorland, Solicitor March 20 Cunliffe & Greg, 
Manchester 

Day, Sreruen Josern, Packington st, Islington March 13 Sheehy, Coleman st 

Davies, Axsiz Caruertine, Courtfield gdns, South Kensington March 31 Wynne & Sons, 
New ct, Carey st 

Davies, Rees, Ystradgynlais, Brecon March 8 Cuthbertson & Powell, Neath 

Dexman, Hon Grace Janez, Eaton ter, Westminster March7 Dawes & Sons, Angel ct, 
Throgmorton st 

Deppine, Jutta Any, Stanton, Suffolk Marech6 Danby & Epton, Lincoln 

Feswick, Eviex, Bexhill on Sea, and Freperick Curupert Fexwicx, Thornton Heath, 
Warehouseman March 20 Garrett, Gt James st, Bedford row 

oma, Joux AL¥Frep WicutTman, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer March 21 Billson, 

icester 

Granam, Wittiam, Dunham Massey, Chester May1 Withington & Co, Manchester 

GeantHam, Exviza, Eversholt, Beds March 26 Cave & Wilson, Bracknell, Berks 

Graves, Apo_renus, York March 21 Spink & Brown, York 

Hawkins, Exiza Euity Janz, Newent, Glos, Baker Feb16 Price, Newent 

Hayse, Ricnarp Wi.iiAm, Theobald’srd March6 Clinton & Co, Chancery In 

Hervey, James, Alderley Edge, Chester March 20 Cunliffe & Greg, Manchester 

Heyeate, ‘Rey Canon Witt1Am Epwarp, ;Newport, I of W March 7 Dawes & Sons, 
— ct, Throgmorton st 

Hittos, IszaeL, Moston, Manchester Feb 28 Pegge, Manchester 

Hussey, Geouce Cuzeruam, Birkdale March 31_ Buckley & Co, Stalybridge 

Jennixes, WittiAm Tuomas, Wapping, Licensed Victualler March 3 Carthew & Wheeler, 
Gray’s inn 

Jonsson, Geoncr, Seacombe, Cheshire, Coir Yarn Merchant March 14 Peters, Widnes 

Jouxstos, Exiza, Ambleside, Westmorland March 18 Gatey, Ambleside, Westmorland 

Kyaruan, Joun, JP, Exeter March 25 J &8P Pope, Exeter 

Lanp, Carouine Ass, East Horsley, nr Leatherhead March 18 
Crosby % 

LeGertox, SARAH ANN, eee: ty see Exeter March7 Gidley & Snow, Exeter 

Mircue.t, James, Wandsworth Common March 25 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Morris, Georgina, Mundesley, Norfolk March1 Stow & Co, Linvoln’s inn fields 

Orrexneimen, Georae, St James’s st March2 Dimond & apn, Welbeck st 

Petre, Eowarv, Whitley Abbey, Warwick March 31 Broadbent & Heelis, Bolton 


Baker & Nairne, 


»Puiciies, Epwanp, Anerley March 10 Copp, Eesex st, Strand 


Puttrort, Wit114m, Brabourne, Kent Feb19 Hallett & Co, Ashford, Kent 

Pirrs, Anruve, Shepherd’s Bush March2 Wy: Bridgwater 

Proctor, James, , Chester March 18 Lawson & Co, nchester 

Rusee.r, Jouy Somenvit.e, Conduit st th 6 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Satnseury, Mary Lovisa, Sutton Benger, Wilts March 5 Keary & Co, © pare 

ees Gronoe, West Jarrow, Durham, Agent March 20 Newlands & Newlands, 
arrow 

Siuxine, Jons, Sasteaeiion, Cooper March 1 Hogan & Hughes, Martin's In, Cannon ot 

Skxeeus, Geonoe, Portsmouth, Licensed Victualler March 14 Edgcombe & Co, Southsea 


Ssrru, Exity Evrun., Bayswater March1 Kite, Queen Victoria st 
Suita, Geonor, Salisbury, Innkeeper March 9 King, Wilton, Salisbury 
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AVEN 
o- Steavenson & Co’ 


STEED, 


uldwell, Fenchurch st 


Warwick March 10’ Shore & Ki 


Joun, Olton, 
ee, 5 Durham, Licensed Victualler 


TALBOT, Jaurs, Jarrow, 
Jarro 


TorHAM, 


AssINDER, 
BarTLEY, SAMUEL, 


Liverpool March 17 Johnson, 


BraMwELL, GEORGE, 
+ Paris 


CaBR, erie!  —aeanan Neuilly sur Seine, 


Ciark, Witu1amM Gorpon, ‘insbury pavement, Merchant 
William st 

Cusurve, Vezvers, Burnley March9 Pollard, Burnley 

Dues, James, Nottingham March 20 Onion, No ham 

Epwarps, CARouivE, Broadstairs March 

Fogarty, Patrick Sates, 

Gers, Berxarp, Lo ngford, Cannock, Staffs 

Graxt, Hannan, Upper Holloway March 31 ins, 

Hewrrt, James, Liverpool. March 9 Laces & Co, 

ENGLEFIELD, HENRIETTE MALVINA, 
Savory, Clement’sinn, Strand 


Joses, Epwarp, Fazakerley, Lancs March 10 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Eyma, Rainhill, Lanes March7 Norris & Sons, Liverpool 
March 24 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 


ONES, 
ae Harrier AGNES, West Kirby 
KamPuovener, OrTo, West Norwood, Merchant March 31 
Keane, CAROLINE Louisa Lyp1a 

inn fields 


Keuty, Henry, Liverpool, Engineer March 12 Yates & Co, Liverpool 
KENNEDY, Epw. arp Henry Marruew, Ventnor, I of W March 16 Dowson & Wright, | 


Nottingham 
Kine, CATHARINE, Ba‘h March? Hookway, Bath 


Kivsiey, Joseen, Chatteris, Isle of Ely, Cambridge, Grocer March 6 Ruston, Chatteris | 
LockHarT, ALEXANDER FRANCIS Maxw: ELL, Kensington Court gins March 24 Leighton | 


& Savory, Clement’s inn, Strand 


McMaunoy, Evizasera Mary, Liandudno March 1 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno | 
Marsuatt, Joun Henry, New Hirst, Northumberland March 7 Webb, Morpeth 
Meritt, Mary ExizanetTu, Beeston Common, nr Leeds March 7 


Moopy, Joux, Hampstead March 14 Gill & Bush, Bath 


Morais, Joux Iexativs, West Kensington March 14 Mowll & Mowll, Arundel st, 


Strand 


Osporse, Mark Srvart, Rhyl, Flint, Tailor March 14 Bromley & Co, Rhyl 
Perry, Tromas HENRY, ‘Broadstairs March 12 Hills, Margate 
, Bishopsgate 

ch 10 McKenna, Liverpool 
SLavcuTER, THOMAS, Worplesdon, Surrey, Farmer March11 Smallpeice & Co, Guildford 
Sugpey, Georce, Tutshill, Tidennam, Glos Feb 28 Morgan & Co, Che; 
March 6 Hocombe, John st, Bedford row 


Pirr, Sopua, Brixton, Florist March 25  Tillin 
Saunpers, CATHERINE, Liverpool, Confectioner 


Srewant, CECILIA, Limpsfield, Surrey 


London Gazette,—F rivay, Feb. 13. 
Bexwisox, James, Ashton under Lyne, Pork Butcher March 14 Whitworth & Co, Ashton 


under Lyne 


Bowex, Annie, Charlbury, Oxford April7 Wilkins + Fata , Chipping Norton 


Brave, THomas, Blackburn March 16 Marriott, Black 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Feb 6. 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 13: 
Starer, Cuartes Ernest, Grove rd, Marylebone, Coal 
Merchant High Court Pet June 11 Ord June ll 
Amended notice substituted for that sane in the 
London Gazette of Feb 3 
Exouaxp, Mary, Oldham, House Sentilles Ashton under 
Lyne Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 29 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb 10. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Abamsoy, GrorGE Perc - AL, Birmingham Birmingham 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 


a, JosErH Hexay, Cirencester, Butcher Swindon 
et Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Bac Jaoos, Lewis Bacn, Emanvet Bacu, and Aaron 


Bacu, Leman st, Whitechapel, Fruiterers High Cowt 
Pet Feb 6 Ord k eb 6 

Bacoy, ALrrep Tuomas Grorax, Jarrow, Durham, Market 
Gardener Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Bayuis, James, Streatham, Grocer Wandsworth Pet Jan 
27 Ord Feb5 

ons ILLIAM Henry Mites, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn, 
Solicitor High Court Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Brawx, Ricnarp, Prison, Stafford, Clerk Walsall Pet 
Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Bu —_ Wituam, Footie Builder Leeds Pet Feb6 Ord 


Cansox, James Ew art, Hartburn, nr Stockton on Tees, 
Grocer Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
Curreerr, Joun Georar, Stanley, Durham, Painter New- 
oo amie on Tyne Fede Ord Feb 6 , 
N, WILLIAM, Dewsbr Financial nt Dewsbur 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb5 ~~ “ 
Cranx, Josepu Joux, New Quarrington, nr Sleaford, Lines 
6 m Pet Feb’ Ord Feb 6 
os » Frank, jun, Leeds, Clothier Leeds PetFeb7 Ord 


mon, ¥ E B, Twyford Winchester Pet Jan 21 Ord 


Evays, Winisam Groner, Llanmacs, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet Feb6 OrdFebé 


sox, Ernest Gartwricut, Brockham Green, Betchworth, Solicitor March 23 


ALFRED JAMES, Rochester, Coal Merchant March 7 Robinson, Strood 

§roxes, Lieut Gen Sir Joun, KCB, Ewell, Surrey ene West & Co, Cannon st 
irming' | 

arch 20 )” Newlands & Newlands, | 


Ww 
Witw1am, Kirkburn, Yorks March 21 Foster & Co, Gt Driffield 
Wavxiey, Anny, Leamington, Warwick March6 Evans, Walsall 

Woon, Mircaret, Hoylake, Chester March 14 Harrison & Burton, Liverpool 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 10. 


Exizasetu, Erdington March 31 Pinsent & Co, Birmi 
Llandudno, Draper March1 Chamberlain & Jo 
Barton, James, Manchester, Licensed Victualler March 10 Hockin & Co, Manchester 
Beery, WILLIAM MILs, Bradford, Woolstapler March 9 eee, Bradford 


Live 
ret sas Riddell & Co, John st, 


Carr, Many tasm, ng - ,Northumberland Feb 21 Percy, Aln 


ting’ 
21 Lindsay & Co, Ironmonger 
Liverpool, Joiner March 9 Smith & Son, Liverpool 
March 31 Pinsent & Co, 
GLOVER, JOSEPH, panei Derby, Miller March 25 Alderson & Co, Shi 


iverpool 
Victoria st, Westminster March 12 Leighton & 


Lady, Bracknell, Berks March 23 Hasties, Lincoln’s 
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— 
Breexs, Eveanor, Leicester March 26 


Jennings & Finch, Gra; ™%; 
Brown, Taomas Drxox, Plumstead, Kent March 10 Hulbert & to st 
Capron, Putuipre Jonny. March 31 be Ay 2 


Cusu, Denis, Toxteth pk, Liverpool, Police Constable Glove Liverpool 
VE, ag a Newcastle upon Tyne, Solin April 11 WJS&JAS 
Farway, Winton, Clapham w { March 16 Edmonds & Ratherford. Gt Winchester ot 
} ForpHam Henry, Royston, Hi March 20 Wortham & Co, 
Garton, Rev GzorcE Joy, Denti Recto’ » rrovctord March 21 Hufeyy Hereford 
Gere, Any, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs Ma 17 Lonsdale, St Anne's on the 
| Giuxick, Patrick, Warrington, Cattle Dealer March 31 Browne & , we 
arrington 
Giover, Martaa Louisa, New Cross rd, Corn Dealer March7 Timbrell & Deighton, 


King William st 
Harptey, Evwarp, Northwich, 1 Lloyd & Davies, Manchest: 
April 11 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 


Chester A 
Hay —> ree Chipping Norton, Oxfo 
Heats, ‘ie, ag em April 4 he. Derby 
Hirxiy, Amt. IA, Sowton & Co, Chichester 
Inceax, es Eiza Mg Binfield, Berks April 4 Foyer & Hordern, Essex 
J ames, Jay ames Roserts, Grampound, Cornwall, Farmer March 1 Shilson & Co, St Austell, 


March7 Budd & Co, Bedford row 





, Llandudno 


wick 
April 30 Minet & Co, King 


JENKINS, FREDERICK Cuartes, Walham 


In Jones, Mary, Pwllheli March 24 Lamb & ee lor, Liverpool 
KemBer, Jous, Lower Eythorne, Kent March18 Mowll & M wil, Dover 
Kine, Wititam CHARLES, March 25 Bell & Co, Lavendar hill 


—— 1sTeR, St James's st March 10 Prideaux, Goldsmith's 


March 21 Clarke & Co, Leeds 
Collyer Bristow & Co, Bedford row 


& Butt, Walbrook 
estminster, Bachelor March 


Laye, Wituiam GoLpsMiTH 





McGuire, Mary Teresa Fiorence, Headingley, Leeds 
peo pe ar ae March “4 Fe ro Marl 
ASON, ARY JANE ingston wy 

Maxton, REBECCA, Forest Hill March I , Forest 

Maypse, Cuarvorre, Stoke Newington March 31 Rawili 

| Morton, Rev. THOMAS Frraanprsoe, Queen Anne’s mans, 

10 Pears & Co, Albemarle st 

Paryter, Lucy, Hamiltonter March27 Allen & Son, Carlisle st, Soho sq 

ra, Fuoesecs Mas Mary Jeyninos, Henley on Thames Feb 23 Maer & Bilaker, 

enley on 

Paynter, WILLIAM, Staines rd Hioewdow, Butcher March 31 Peake, Clement’s inn 

PExroup, Mary Lesinenam, Wimb ledon March9 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 

Pirrs, Arruur, Shepherd’s Bush armed 2 Watson, Bridgwater 

| Porter, a Arrnur, West Hampstead, Engineer March 13 Potter & Heath, High 
ilburn 

Purcaas, Pra Aiskew, nr Bedale, Yorks March 20 Chapman & Dixon, Leyburn, 
OrKS 

oom “1 , Josern, Potto Hall, N Riding, Yorks March 25 Wilson & Co, Stockton on 


ees 
Roserts, Evan THomas, New Moston, nr Failsworth, Lancs March 31 Sutton & Co, 
Mancheste: 


| r 
Roper, Rosert, Finsb Tg ram gy April 30 Russell & Co, Old oa S oe 
Szpvoy, Exizasetn, 8t lens, Lanes rh 13 13 _Field & Canningham, Manch 
Smita, Saxe, Hereford March 21 nomen H ereford 

| Stepuens, Vi Rev Wiiuiam Ricuarp Woop, Winchester March 31 Walker & Co. 

Theobald’s rd, Gray’sinn . 
STEPNEYy, MARIANNE Hersert, Bath March 20 Freshfields, Old Jewry 
Stewart, Davip Date, ld March 10 Hocombe, John st, Bedford row 

| STOCKDALE, Lucy Soputa, Barrow in Furness March 2 Barrow, Barrow in Furness 
Stocks, SAMUEL Hoipsworta, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Brewer March 16 Law, Cleckheaton 
Trtey, CaRo.ine, March 25 Honey & ; er, Philpot In 
VansiTTARrT, CONSTANCE Cuartortrte, Sloane March 31 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
WIiLu1aMs, Tuomas, Kidwelly, Carmarthen ch 25 Browne 
| York, Witi1am, Pendlebury, Lancs, Colliery Eatouier April 3 Knight & Lomax, 


Manchester 
| Youne, Rosert, Rochford, Essex, MB, CM March 25 Wood & Co, Southend on Sea 


Richards, Danes inn, Strand 


Beaumont & Co, Leeds | 


yw, Mon 








her ° crane York, Joiner York Pet Feb 5 —. Sys Finsbury, Company Promoter High Court 
5 





el Jan3 Ord Feb5 
FRANKLAND, Joun Ronert, Harrogate, Jeweller York Pet oun Srernen, Crosshills, Kildwick, me Warehouse- 
Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 man Bradford Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 
Fruen, Cuartes, Warnham, Sussex, Speculator Brighton Speppinec, Samvet, Dewsbury, fan dont Dewsbury Pet 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 5 Feb 5) Ord Feb 5 
Ganyer, Jonny, Ruthin, Denbigh, Builder Wrexham Pet Srokes, en, aud Wittram Drasace Stokes, Eckington, 
Feb'4 Ord Feb 4 Derby, Builders Chesterfield Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Giipert, Epwarp, Luton, Grocer Luton Pet Feb7 Ord  Swary, Sc, Hyde, Chester, Mechanical 
Feb7 Ashton under Lyne Pet Feb5 Oni Feb5 
Gitcnrist, Gairn Kwox, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lanes, | Tizarp, . A J, Cranbourne I ter sq High 
Electrical Contractor Preston Pet Jan 8 Ord Feb 6 Court Pet Nov24 Ord Feb5 
James Ricuarp Fixpex, Wolverton, Tailor 


Goopatt, Henry, South Shields, Tailor Newcastle on Tyne Turyer, 
Pet Feb 4 Feb 4 Northam 
Harries, Tuomas Nasu, Diana one. Pembroke, Farmer 
Carmarthen Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb 
Howe.t, James, St Brides Minor, Al Bridgend, Glam, 
Grocer Cardiff Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 | 
Birmingham Pet 


Jacoss, Wootr, Birmingham, Tailor 
Jan17 Ord Feb6 

Lams, Wituiam Browy Davipsoy, North Shields, Grocer 
Newcastle on e Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Macaeavy, Jonn Dayiet, Birkenhead, House Furnisher 
Birkenhead Pet Feb 5’ Ord Feb 5 

Mipp.iemiss, Eowanv, West Hartlepool Sunderland Pet 
Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

eas - — en Jou, and Arraur Epwarp Biayp, Kettering, 

Shoe Manufacturers Northampton 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 ; dene 
Mircuett, Horace Watrer, Bromley, Kent, Baker | Ne le 


pton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


| Vrexery, WitiraM, Stoke Devon, Wheelwright 
Ex Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 


Wivxerove, James Tuomas, Northampton, Builder North- 
ampton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 


Amended notice substituted ‘a that published i in 
the London Gazette for Feb 3 
Builder 


Lyatt, ANDREW, ys =} Manchester, 
' chester Pet Jan 9 Jan 2 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
| Bacn, Jacon, Lewis Bacn, Emanvet Baca, and Aaron 
ACH, st, Whitechapel, Fruiterers Feb 20 at 12 
Carey st 


Bacon, AL¥rrep Tuomas Grorer, Jarrow, Durham, Market 
Feb 18 at 12.30 Off Ree, 90, Mosley st, 


Man- 





on a 
Croydon Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 | Boory, Wriuiam Henry Mives, Raymond bidgs, Gray's 
Moraaxs, Moraan, Ynysy bwl, nr Pontypridd, Collier = itor Feb 19 at 11 Bankruptey didgs, 
Pont Pet Feb ¢ Oni Feb 6 
NEWBOLD, FREDERICK , Baker Nottingham a, aay Stoke upon Trent, Builder Feb 18 at 11.30 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb. Off Reo, King st, Neweastle, Staffs 
Noakes, Artavr Agua, Canterbury, Photographer | Brows, Wittiam Ricwarp, Herne Bay, Blacksmith Fed 


Castle st, Canterbury 


|, Countesthorpe Feb 18 at 12 Of 
Lenete Carpenter Feb 20 at 11.40 
wich, Hay Merchant Feb 
Costumier Feb 18 at 


19at9 Off Reo, 6, 


Canterbu Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
| Catuis, Evuis Wass 


Owen, Joann Huenrs, Wrexham, Insurance Agent Wrex- 
ham Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 

Puiiurs, Turoporr, Coleman st, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Rarcuirre, Frevenick, Leigh, Lancs, Boot Dealer Bolton | 
Pet Jan15 Ord Feb 4 

Reyyrm, Jou, am, Denbigh, Farmer Wrexham 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

Roster, Roserr, Gt Horton, 
Bradford Pet Feb7 Ord F 


ec, 1, Be 
| Cawpnox, Davin 


w 
Cuvrcn, Ferorricx, West 
1atll30 174, 


DE — Sement 

Rested, Bap Mudert | Deen bene pn 
‘Ore Ore: DDS. Sooo ARY, 

Feb7 ’ Feb 18 Newborough, Scarborough 





atd 7 
ames WILLIAM, Harrogate, Musician York Pet | _Brokass, aezatsuy, Oia, House Furnisher Feb 20 at $ 
7 Ord Feb? of st, Manchester 


nae, < 
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Fiercuer, Farperick, York, Undertaker Feb 18 at 12.30 


Off Rec, The Red ‘House, Duncombe pl, York 


FRANKLAND, JOBN Rosert, Harrogate, Jeweller ~ 4 at 
Off Rec, The 


11.30 Red House, Duncomble pl 


GARDINER, Ropert, Haford, nr Pontypridd eh aes Feb 


Wats 135, h st, Merthyr 


GooDALL, Henry, uth Shields, ilor Feb 18 at 11.30 
Of 


Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


GunNsTonE, Jou Watts, ‘Aldershot, Buil Feb 19 at 12 


Railway app, London Bridge 


2, 
Haazais, James Atrrep, West Bromwich, Breeze Dealer 
Feb 18 at11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Hatriecp, Jouy, Gloucester, Blacksmith Feb 21 at12 Off 


, Stati tion rd, Gloucester 


Hinpirca, SIDNEY Bayes, Waterloo Station, Wandsworth, 
eee Clerk Feb 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey 


Him, chic New by = xr, Grocer Feb 19 at 12 


145, High st, Merth: 


Hoop, Oe amen Bath, Lo ee sae = Kee Feb 18 


ptey, 26, dwin st, 
ar gl oN Huddersfield, Jobbing Gardener Feb 19 


at 11.30 Off 
Bristol 


Rec, Prudential bldgs, New st, Huddersfield 


Hueues, Wituiam, Birmingham, Baker "Feb 19 at 11 


174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


TamrEsoy, HOMAS, new Rs ~_~ se Coachbuilder 


Feb 18 at 11.30 Tuns Hotel. 


ham 
Keanrsey, Epwarp, ae , Glos, i~— Feb 21 at 


12.30 Off Rec, Station , Gloucester 


Lass, Wiiu1AmM Brown Dav 1DSON, North Shields, Grocer 
Feb 18 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

Mrrcuett, Horac e& Water, Bromley, Baker™ Feb 19 at 
11.30 24, Railway a oa London — 

NaTHAN, Bahan Sparkbrook, Birming! Tailor Feb 


20 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmin; 


Nicnotsoy, Tuomas Hevry, Carmarthen, Draper Feb 18 
‘'armarthen 


at11 Off Rec , 4, Queen st, Cc 


OAK.Ey, Ricuarp B, Queen Victoria st, Financial Agent 


Feb 23 at 11 Bankruptcy beng oad 
Pats, Witt1am Epwarp Grorce 
fectioner Feb 27 at 11 Cups Hotel, Colchester 


Puiturrs, Tazopore, Coleman st, Jeweller Feb 20 at 11 
Bankru; 


iptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Pratt, Artuve, Irlams o’ th’ Height, nr Manchester, Grocer 


Feb 18 at 2.30 Off Rec, pa a 


» Manchester 
en! Frepeprick, Leigh, Lancs , Boot Dealer Feb 18 
ton 


at2 19, Exchange st 


Rew, mont Axvxz, Southport, ace Feb 25 at 12 


Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 


ae Fraxces ALICE, Chestecheld, Draper Feb 18 at 
ot Derby 


, 47, Full st, 


Seam Roserr, Gt Horton, Bradford, Egg Merchant Feb 
20 at 3 ord 


29, Tyrrel st, B 


ey James Wi..1Am, Harrogate, Musician Feb 23 at 3 


, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 


Suita, aa, South st, Finsbury, ane Promoter Feb 


20 at 12 Bankrupicy bl s, Carey st 


Surrn, Pere. Kildwick, Yorks, Warehouseman Feb 19 
at 3 


ff Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 


SrepoisG, Samvec, Dewsbury, Auctioneer Feb 18 at 11 
Off 


Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Dews' 


sbury 
Srewakrt, Gzonez, Cardiff, Merchant Tailor Feb i9 at 11 


Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
TayLor, Joux Baker, Swansea, Wheelwright Feb 19 at 
11.45 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Tizarp, Tg oe Cranbourne mans, Leicester sq Feb 18 
at lL 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Suen, Cuasrves B, Lea’ erhead, Stockbroker Feb 20 at 
11.30 2, Railway app, London Brid 

Vicxezy, Wituan, Stoke Canon, Devon, eelwright Feb 
26 at 10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Wapvisetos, Jous Ricuazp, Sheffield, Provision Dealer 
Feb 18 at .30 Off Ree, Neo mee ln, Sheffield 

Wave, Agtace Wit.iax, Colchester, Nurseryman Feb 27 
at3 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Wess, Agtuve Davip, Ipswich, Baker Feb 19 at 2.30 
Off 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Warrtt, B Bour th, Jeweller Feb 18 at 1 
Off Rec, Endless st, Salisbury 

Witxissos, Axwtuoxy fmm a eon, Suffolk 
Feb 19 at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipsw 

Wisos, Witi1am Javez, Eastcheap, ‘Calliery ae Feb 
19 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WixGeove, Janes Tuomas, Northampton, Builder Feb 20 
at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ascent, Josern Hewnxy, Cirencester, Butcher Swindon 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é 

Baty, Tuomas, Dalston, Plumber High Court Pet Dec 
@ Ord Feb3 

Baruis, Jaues, Streatham, Grocer Wandsworth Pet Jan 
2 Ord Febi 

Bexxios, Owes, Gt Yarmouth Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 5 





Boxcry, Roseet Hesey, Shepherd's Bush ri, Fulham, and 
Eexest Catzxs, Charing Cross rd, Leather Merchants 
High Court Pet Jani2 Ord Febs 

Bours, Wissam Hexny Mires, Raymond Mg 9 pues 
inn, Solicitor Court wt Feb5 Ord Feb 

Beavever, Saucer, Hockley, Birmi a, Boot Satie 

iin Pet Jan 29 Ord Fe 

Besams, 1L14AM, Leeds, Builder et Pet Feb6é Ord 
Peb6 


Beess, Joux Rea, Spittal, Northumberland, Fruiterer 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Febs Ord Febs 

Cansos, Jauze Ewart, Hartharn, nr Stockton on Tees, 
Grocer ftockton on Tees Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

CurexeettT, Jous Groner, Stanley, Durham, Painter New- 
castle om Tyne Pet Feb Ord Febo 

Ceaxn, Joszra Jous, New Quarringtm, nr Sleaford, Lincs 
Beaton Pat Fedé Ord Febé 

or P jun, Leeds, Clothier Leeds Pet Feb 7 

Evass, Wussan Geonon, Lianmaes, Licensed Victualler 
Carlifl Pet Fes Ord Feb 6 

Fiercuce, Veroruw«, York, Undertaker York Pet Feb 
5 Ord Febs 





ST 
FRaNKLAND, JouN Roszar, Harrogate, Jeweller York Wisiai Riser, Hove; Carter Brighton Pet 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb Feb $ : ue ot FOb9 Oa 


Ruthin, Denbigh, Builder Wrexham Laws, Samvet James, Derby, G Derb: 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 ——_— y Pet Febt 


—, aa’ Epwarp, ae pk, General Draper | Mater, Epear, Liverpool, Printer Liverpool Pet Py 


GrirritH, Gzorez Witsoy, Handsworth, 
~ a Bone p toe Bridgend, Glam yward’ 
’s Minor, nr Bri , | Norrucore, a 5 ry Heath i 
sod Hea faggot me | otmae Sitety oey ag 
Ay, Moss, ork RTHCOTE, oll ween Anni te, 
urt | Pet Jan 13 ’ Ord Feb 5 On minster Ord Feb 10°” Wa 
tne Glos, Farmer Gloucester 2 IsaBELLA Mary Avousta Srarrorp, Royal 


+> 7 Builder Man- 
a -* = Pet saa" oa 
—— REGINALD Winssaa, Ch 


Owen, tees Hvueues, 


va « Suffolk, Con- 


SmiLu, GEORGE argon Perry 


Geen. Saran, and WILL1AM pees Stokes, 
thesterfiel # 


seumt Joseru, Hyd 

bet Feb3. Ord Feb 5 

van Sere es 4, Merchant High Court 
et 

Tooke ary Devon, Wheelwright 


Voyrk, Aytoyrz, M te a, ‘Com Promoter High 
Wanrscuaver, Tix, me r Court 
Pet Jan27 Ord Feb d oi 

ve. Casper, he ll Hawker Nottingham Pet 


Vickery, WILLIAM 
E 


WSHILLOcK, —e, Small Heath, Birmingham, Tin Plate 
Ww Birmingham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb6 
Wiscrove, James Tuomas, Northampton, Builder North- 
ampton Pet Feb? Ord Feb7 
Woop, Frep, and Tuomas Briay, ) 1+ pee Grocers 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan 26° Ord Feb 6 
Londom Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 
Birv & Co, J C, Montpelier, pas, Coal Merchants 
Bristol Pet Jan 28 Fe 
Beapy, Epwiy ALBERT, on 
a, Joseri eT] _— Plumber af a 
Suis enn 


Jouyn miuie CAaDMAN, 
Epwano "Saas, Harry CapMAN, 


Shop Front Builders 
High Court Pet Feb9 Ord Fe bo 


P gaa Glos, Grocer 
Fylde, Lancs, Grocer 
ill Beach, nr Alton, Hants 


Glouvester Pet Feb 11 Ord Fi ‘eb 


Preston Pet Feb1l Ord £4 ll 
Fixcu, Wit.uiam James, Ki 

Wine hester Pet Feb 10 On Feb 10 
Pasgenes, Josern, yop Warehouseman High Court 


Grees, hd Hewry, ‘Stzood, Kent, Butcher Rochester 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


East Grinstead, 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 


Wosrkegion Pet Feb 10 ‘Ord 

Hares, Avicita Anna, 

Febi11 Ord Febil 

Russe, James paeees, Teignmouth, Builder Exeter Pet 
Feb 


ee oy yoo ut 6 Ord nd eb 31 


“er Jousx Hewry, 
mercial Traveller Salford 
—— Haney eee CORRE, Bedford 


Hoven owonot a Janes, 


, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler Col- 


6 
10H0LA6, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Grocer Merthyr 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 





10 Ord Feb 10 


1g) 
Sonate a, — Shields, Tailor Newcastle on Tyne | Mawn, Freperick WILL1Ay, ae Yorks,JCorn Merchant 


York Pet Jan16 Ord Feb 


Graves, Oscar Witi1am, New Cross, Builder Greenwich | Myrron, ALEXANDER, ealadinn, Painter Birminghan 
Pet Dec5 Ord Feb6 


Pet Feo 9 Ord Feb 9 


, Commission t | Nayvtor, CHarites Jarvis, Scarborough, Hotel 
Agen’ 4 ote! Keeper 


Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 


Brighton Pet Jan 3 Ord Feb 10 


res, Holland pk High Court Pet Jan6 Ord Feb ij 
N vt ‘Tiouas Joun, Brixton, Tailor High Court Pet J 
Ord Feb 11 


Cheapside, Merchant ene Grorce Danie Starkey, Seow. Kent, Solicitor 


Court Pet Feb10 On F 


ENRY, Oughtibri osetia, Builder Sheffield | Osnorne, ——$- St Ives, Comwail. Mt mumental Mason 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 5 rw Truro Feb ‘ _— 


age yy ey West Hartlepool Sunderland Pet | Parxrxsoyx, ae Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pe 


MippietTon, Jonny, and Arraur Epwarp Bano, Kettering, 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 


Morean, Ynysybwl, nr Pontypridd, Collier | Perxins, Gzorcr, Hanwell, Baker" , Pet Feb 9 

Pontypridd Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 Ord Feb 9 

NewsoLpD, Frepericx, Notti 
Feb Feb5 


9 Ord Feb 9 


Feb11 Ord Feb 1 11 


Paterson, WILLIAM, Sateen 2 pam , Pattern Maker 
Chesterfield Pet Feb Papen 


. Baker Nottingham i—_ Jou, Cleveland st, Fitzroy sq, Dairyman High 


urt PetJanié Ord Feb 11 


Photographer Sane, ee » Treharris, Glen, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 


b 11 ‘Ord Feb 11 


an | ee Insurance | SHetpox, Epwarp, Bexley Heath, Kent, Fruit Grower 
ge Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é Roch: 
Pcrxis, Wittiam, Braintree, Essex, 
‘Pet Jan - Ord Feb 4 


, Lianarmon, 
“Pet Feb 4. Ord Feb 4 
~~, Bay Lisle st, Soho High Court Pet Nov 10 Feb 10 


ester Pet Feb 9 ‘Ord Fr Feb 9 


Builder Chelmsford cen Hersert Epwarp | on pteaien, Under 


er Edmonton Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 1 


on, Denbigh, Farmer Wrexham a = Cuartes, Whitley Bay, Newenstle on Tyne 
‘ouse 


Furnisher Neweastle onTyne Pet Feb10 Ord 
Tweep, Artuur, Greetland, nr Halifax, Dyer Halifax 


a Rorert, Gt a= Butint, Egg Merchant Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 


Vente, AtBERT, Gt Wakering, Essex, Builder Chelmsford 


Suarp, James WILLIAM, Band nw Musician York Pet Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 


Witxrxsox, Wricut, and Cuartes Bert, Wibsey, Brad- 


fee, Siatie, Carpenter Bir- ford, Painters Bradford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 


Woopxovse Harry, West Dulwich, Journalist High 


AEX 5, Croshil Is, Kild wick, Yorks, Warchouse- Court Pet Feb9’ Ord Feb 9 

© e 

Speppise, Samvugy, Dewsbury, fh tank ——— Pet FIRST MEETINGS. 
Feb 5 Ord Feb5 


Baker, JoserH, Manchester, Cabinet Maker Feb 25 at 3 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
nae > —— Joun, eee” Painter Feb 24 at 12.30 


Ash- Endless st, 


Beviersy, Joun Hewyry, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer Feb 24 
at12 Royal Station Hotel, York 

e.g Owen, Cobholm Island, Gt Yarmouth March3 
at 10.30 Mr Lovewell Blake’s Office, South Quay, Gt 


Bryant, Joun, Cogan, @ Rim, Conmniesien Agent Feb3 
at 1i Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 
Bugsipee, Juozato Jous, Go South on pam nr Newhaven 
4at 
Burpon, WILLIAM Leeds, Beller “Feb 23 at 12 OF Ree 
22, Park row, Leeds * : 


me 3... Henry, Hammersmith, Grain Supeointentany 

Feb 23 at 12 "hankrapiey bidgs, Carey st 

Bouter, Wii1am, Hampton, Nurseryman Feb 23a 12.90 

24, Railway app, London Bri 

Susan Jouy Ricuarp, Jonny Ricnuarp Capmany, jun, 
Epvwarp Bisnop, Harry Capman, and WILLIAM ARTHUR 

Capmany, Hampstead rd, : Front Builders Feb 24at 

12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

CHERRETT, JOHN ® Geonat, 8 a RSO, Durham, Painter 
Feb 23 at 11.30 ff Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 
Covcu, Jouy, Totnes, Piymouth Dealer Feb 23at11 6, 


Atheneum ter, Pl 
Crane, Josern Jony, New Q m, nr Sleaford, Lines 
March 5 at 12.30 Off Ree 4 and 6, West st, Boston 
one, Fann, Mpeete?, Oxford, Baker Feb 21 at 12 1,8 
2 ‘01 
Curzon, Frank, jun, Leeds, Clothier Feb23at11 Off Rec, 
22, Park k row, Leeds 


Eaciz, F E B, Twyford, nr Winchester Feb 2iat3 Off 

Ree, 172, High st, Southampton 

Evans, Wis Grorae, oe Licensed Victualler 

Feb 23 at 11.30 Off Ree, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Forsamen. JosEPu Putney, Warehouseman Feb 25 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidge, Care 

Garver, Jonn, Rut Denbigh, Builder Feb 21 at 1045 

chm hmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Girrorp, Wituias Epwarp, Manor Park, Essex, General 

Dra Feb 24at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Green, WittiaAm Henry, Strood, Kent, Butcher March 2 

at 12.15 115, High st, ae 

Gairritus, Ricnarp, East G » Cabinet Maker Feb 

2% at 1.45 The Railway Hotel, East Grinstead 

Hawxksworrtn, yh Emerson, Birdwell, nr Barnsley, 

Miner Feb 23 at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 

Heatox, Gzorae Eowarp Hastings, Chemist March 10 at 

2.30 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Hewes, com —_ xr, Teignmouth, Builder Feb 26 at 
10.30 , 9, Bedf ircus, Exeter 

Hoaa, Wit. Lavenham, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler Feb 


27 at 2 ‘Cu Hotel, Colchegter 
Jacossen, H, it’s Park Feb 24 at 2.30 Bankruptey 
’ 
Key, Jaye, Park rd, Boarding house Keeper 
Feb 25 at 11 ptcy bldgs, Carey s 
Kensetr Hacky ae Hove, Carter a hs 26 at 8 Off Rec, 4, 
Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


Maca. pes Jouy Dawizt, Birkenhead, House Furnisher 
Feb 23 at 12 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Mauer yeaa, Liv ol, Printer Feb 23 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, dAverpool 

Mayy, Furorntcx Wisiam, Selby, Corn Merchant Feb 





S.J Wituian, Newlyn in ae, Comment, Fisher- 


24 at 12.80 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
York 











a 


t Feb 9 On 
Pet Feb? 
ol Pet Feb 
N Merchant 
Birminghan 
tel Keeper 
High Couy 
sate, West. 
rik 
t Pet Jay 
it, Solicitor 
ital Mason 
field Pet 
1™m Maker 
Pet Feb 9 
an High 
ayr Tydfil 
: Grower 
n, Under 
0d 
Halifax 
elmsford 
y, Brad- 


9 
; High 


25 at 9 
at 12.30 
Feb 4 


March 3 
uay, Gt 


Feb 3 

vhaven 
T Ree, 
ondent 
12,30 
jun, 
RTHUR 
D at 


sinter 
tle on 


1 6, 
Lines 
1, St 
Ree, 
Off 
ler 
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Wim, Wisbech Saint Peter, 4 of By. i 
Pe Gani, Fishmonger Feb 21 at 1 Off Ree, & 
orwich 


ye Hersert, Ki mn wy Hull, Club 
sion, Feb 24 at 11° Of Bec. ‘Tunit iy ious I, 
Hull 


Noakes, Artuur Agquviza, 
March 5 at iy Ree, 68, 
v 


Canterbury, 
Castle st, 


Osporne, SAMUEL Cornwall, Monumental Mason 


Feb 24 at 12 Off st, Truro 

Owe: : x, JoHN HUGHES, Wrexham “Denbi em 
Feb 5 Qlat1l Crypt ester 

Owen, » domes Pate Flint, Mo e Feb 21 at 10.30 
Crypt chmbrs, row, Ch 

PEAKE, Rooess, Abe d Cnntigen, Painter Feb 24 


+ 12.15 Townhall, 

peux, Jou, Tettenhall, ow ag tl Feb 24 at 11 Off 
Ree, Wolverhampton 

BICHAnDe, Tuomas, Aberdare, Grocer Feb 24 at 2 135, 


High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Ric tb, Journ, Deen _— Con Merchant March 
Sat12 Off Res — st 

SKIPSEY, a Se hitley Bay, House Furnisher Ro 23 
at 12 ley st, Newcastle on Tyn 

STEPHENS, Wrmat, aa ya, Glam, Collier Feb 238 at 
3 135, High st, Mi 


Bwary, JosEPH, Hiyde, Ch arbi te sien Engineer Feb 
5 at 2.30 Off Rec, B m st, Manchester 

Tvrxer, JAMES a. INDEN, —* Tailor Feb 
23 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, C pe he 

Uxpervowy, Atice Ciara, Bognor, eo house Keeper 
Feb 26at 2.30 Off Rec, Pavilion bl righton 

Witxinson, WRIGHT, and Cirantes Brit, — 
Painters Feb 23 at 3 Off Rec, 29 Tyrrel st, Bradf 

Wisox, Harry, Southport, _— Feb 25 at 2’ Off Ree, 
35, Victo: ctoria st, verpoo! 

Wooptov SE, Harry, West Dulwich, Journalist Feb 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Feb 10: 


Cawproy, Davin, Bourne, Lines, Carpenter Feb 20 at 11.40 
Law Courts, Peterborough 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bacn, Jacos, Lewis Bacn, Emanvet Baca, and AARon 
Baicu, Leman st, Whitechapel, Confectioners High 
Court Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 11 

Brapy, Epwrx ALBERT, Collyhurst, Manchester, Journey- 
man Joiner Manchester Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Burxuam, Hexry, Hammersmith, Grain Superintendent 
High Court Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Cooke, Josrpn Dawg, Alexandra Park rd, Y eae Hill, 

Builder Edmonton Pet Jan22 Ord F 

CowwEapow, Wittram .Jounx, Drybrook, , * Grocer 
Gloucester Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Danrvitie, Toomas, Poulton le Fylde, Lancs, Grocer Pres- 
ton Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 11 

Frerpuax, Josepu, Putney, Warehouseman High Court 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 10 

one! Epwarp, taeda Grocer Luton Pet Feb7 Ord 

ety Dulwich Wood of eB ou, Horse Dealer High 
Court Pet Dee 31 

Greex, Winu1am Henry, Burcod, Kent, Butcher Rochester 
Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Grirritus, RicHarD, Hest Grinsted, a) Maker Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

Hatt, Hexry Scort, ——— * Hereford, Farmer 
Hereford -Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb 9 

Hatiwoop, Freperick Wrti1am, Warrington, 
Warrington Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Harris, Auicia Anna, Leicester, Dressmaker Leicester 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Heiter, James Bryant, oe Devon, Builder 
Exeter Pet Feb11 Ord Feb 

Hewrsatt, Joun Henry, Longsi xt nr Manchester, Com- 
mercial Traveller Salfor< et Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Hvcurs, Nicno.as, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Grocer Merthyr 
Ty dil Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Huwrurys, Witt1aM, Newlyn in an Cornwall, Fisherman 
Truro Pet Feb ii Feb 1 

Jacopsen, Henny, Oval rd, aout Park High Court 

_ Pet Dee3 Ord Feb 10 

Kexserr, Harry, Hove, Sussex, Carter Brighton Pet Feb 
9 Ord Feb9 

mars James, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet Feb7 

‘et »9 

McSueepy, James Josepn, Walthamstow, Schoolmaster 
High Court Pet Jan1 Ord Feb 10 

Maxy, Freperick Wittiam, Selby, Yorks, Corn Merchant 


York Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb9 

Mitcnert, Horack WALTER, Ramee Kent, Baker 
( ‘yoydon Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 

OLivant, Grorar DaNren natant Stew, Kent, Solicitor 
High Court Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 

Osporxe, Samvuet, St Ives, Cornwall, — Mason 
Truro Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 

Parkisoy, Leonarn, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Feb 


ll Ord Feb 11 

Parersox, WILLIAM, + Bebmington, Pattern Maker Chester- 
field Pet Feb 9 Ord Fe 

Punrizs, Groner, Hanwell, Baker Brentford Pet Feb 9 

r ebo 

Samur., Epwiy, pam, Glam, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 

Suxtpon, Epwarp. fade ‘Heath, Fruit Grower Rochester 
Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Sureneep, Hersert Epwarp Henry, Tottenham, Under- 
taker Edmonton Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 11 

Soarns, Junto, ~<) Th Hotel Proprietor Wandsworth 
Pet Dec 9 Ord Feb 

Tweev, Arruur, Greetland, nr Halifax, Dyer Halifax 
Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 

Ventris, Annert, Great Wakering, Essex, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 

Ww — soeara, Dalston, Butcher High Court Pet Dec 22 

at eb 

Witpr, Farprnicx, Putney, Tobacconist High Court Pet 

Jan 8 Ord Fe b 10 


Grocer 


Photographer | 








SYSTEM OF 








MERRYWEATHE R 


Om Exam axp Harrizip Pump. 





MERRYWEATHERS’ 


WATER SUPPLY 
to ESTATES, &. 





| Reports Prepared, 


Water Found, 
Pumps Fixed. 


Write for Pamphiet. 





On up-to-date Principles. 





ELECTRIC LIGHTING 


on Merryweathers’ Safe System. 





MERRYW 





EATHERS, 


68, LONG ACRE, LONDON, W.C. 








Woopnovsr, Harry, West Dulwich, Journalist High 
Court Pet Feb9’ Oni Feb 9 

Wikixson, Waicnrt, and Caaries Bev. eae. Bradford, 
Painters Bradford Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 6: 


Sorneray, Groret Witi1am, West po, Builder | 
Sunderland Pet Nov25 Ord Dec 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Ditxe, Emma Grorcrna, Eaton terr High Court Adjud | 
Sept 28,1900 Annul Feb 6, 1903 


London Gazette.—Tvrspay, Feb. 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Anprews, Grorcr, Sydenham, Letterpress Printer High | 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Aru —— Apert, Alwoodley, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds | 

Feb 12 Ord Feh 12 

aaa Jounx Ricnuarp, Mi 
Bolton Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Barrett, Epaar, — Cycle Agent Chelmsford 
Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 

— Jor Kaye, = Mill, ot adtentatt, Draper 

Huddersfield Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


Cooke, THomas paren, Cardiff, Hairdresser Cardiff Pet 


Feb2 Ord Feb 1 

Coverr, James td m, Park le, Harlesden, Baker 
High Court Pet Feb 12 Feb 12 

Dawser, Jouy, =. Seeeen, Auctioneer Scarborough Pet 

D Feb 12 . “anaheogs cd w 

UFFIELD, GrorGe AnTHoxy, West Tarring, Worthing, 
Builder ton Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 - 


Exson, ALFRED Georar, Bushey om Herts, Builder St 
Albans Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 1 

Ey, Jos Wiiuiam, Mo! Huddersfield, Commission 
‘agent Huddersfield “Pet Feb 9 Ord Feb 9 


Finny, Groree Wriiuam, Bradford, Engineer's Fitter 
Bradford Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 
Gnivritas, Garritn, Cri Licensed 


iccieth, Carnarvon. 
Jictualler Portmadoc Pet Febii Oni Feb 4 
Con Joun, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Feb12 On 


Grieas, Jony, one, Licensed Victualler Cardiff Pet 
Jan 23 Oni Feb 
Guparon, Ropert, Wightman tman ri, Hornsey, Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Jan? Ord Feb 13 
Hu. m0ramM Henry, Stockton on Tees, Refeshment 
Stockton on Tees Pet "Feb 22 Oni 


House K Keeper 
Pen Merthyr sym, Labourer 


er a ang Davin, ydarren, 
erthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 12 Oni Feb 


Jackson, Witt1aAmM James, Burdett rd, | Grocer 

ag gg 

ONES, ILLIAM, erionet. Butcher 
Portmadoo Pot Feb 13 Ond Feb 18 ee 


Livpenry, ~~. Furniture Salesman H 
Lene Ee TM ST, sar inane 
UMMIS ty RMSTRONG Liven Jaues Lownw 

oT] ‘ord, Builders sford Pet Feb i Ord 

e 
Macponatp, Duncan C, Tunbridge Wells Tunbridge 

Wells Pet Deol? OF. 
McNamara, Wittiam Joaxpn, London Paddington, 

Hl Court Pet Feb 12 oni Feb 12 

Wycombe, Chair Manu- 
leabury Pet Jan 90 Ord Feb 12 
versham, Kent, General W: 
Pet Febi3 Ord Feb 13 


Mratina, Atuert Epwiy, 


Misxix, Jon ioilien 
skin, Jonny, 
Canterbury 


» nr Preston, Farmer | 


Moors, Rosert bis = Feb 18 On yon, E R, Blacksmith 


Ord Feb 13 
| Soc Weed Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb13_— 
High 


Outs, Freperick sone St Luke’s, Boot Dealer 
Court Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
*Pankrwsoy BENJAMIN, Yorks, Carter Sheffield 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
| waineee Joseru, Rosedale West, Yorks, Grocer Scar- 
borough Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 : 
| | Penorvat, J pis Ord Feb 10" Chester, Farmer Warrington 
et Fi 
| Roserts, Stepueyx, Sumner rd, yee, Draper High 
Court Pet Jan 22 is ty 3 


| Rocers, ALFRED = 
Northampton et Heb 12 "Ord te ‘ 
Clothier 


STREET. fon i nr Manchester, 
Salford Pet Yan 27. Ord Feb 12 Sete 
| Tomas. S Samvet Jouy, Liverpool, Ghothier Liverpool Pet 


|Top, Win Ainsdale, Lanes, Builder Liverpool Pet 


Ord Feb 14 
wean Toma Cumberland, Contractor 
Carlisle Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 
| Wenner, Wituam Heyry, i Plymouth, Plasterer 
Plymouth Pet Feb13 Ord 13 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 6: 


GARDINER, wy Hafod, nr mentee, Haulier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Licensed Victualler Feb 
, Letterpress Printer Feb 


ARUNDALE, ALBERT, mr Leeds, Farmer Feb 
at 11 Off Ree, 22, Park Leeds 
Farmer 


nr Ormskirk, Lanes, 
Feb 26at 10.30 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Asne net Fe Jouy Ricuarp, Midge =, = —~panemeee Farmer 
March 4 at 


2.30 a 

Bayuis, James, Streatham, Grocer Feb = at 11.30 &, 
Railway London Bridge 

Buurserox, Ricuarp, Ambleside, Westmorland, Boot- 
maker Feb 28 at 12 The Grosvenor Hotel, Stramon- 


gate, Kendal 
Brapiey, Freperick Josxes, Hillsboro’, Sheffield, Book- 
Feb 26 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree in, Shettield 
Brapy, Epwix Avsret, urst, Manchester, Shutter 
Maher Feb 25 at 3.30 Ree. Byrom st, 
Stafford, Clerk Feb at ll Of 


Baawy, Ricuarp, Prison, 
Caniif, fp Gontetinaer Fed 3 


y st, Cand 
, nr Stockton an Tees, 
Miidles- 


ALLMoyp, CHARLOT 

Wats 2, Offa st st, Heref 
ANDREWS, Grorer, 

27 at 12 


c 
Bert, Freveatck CRaRue 
atl2 Off Ree, 117, St 
Carson, Jawes Ewart, Hartburn 
Groce Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, 


vr Feb 3 at 3 
Covisex, WritiaM, pooreng mere g A e .. Bat 
$ Off Ree, Bank chm Se st, 


Covrrr, Janes Oorvre, Harlesden, Baker he 26 at 12 
Bank bidgs, st 

Bry, Jon Wiiitan, . Huddersfield, Commission 

a: = 26 at Of Ree, Pradential bidgs, 
ew 

i. Wits Pg R yy Ret Alton, Hants Feb 2? 
at 

Finsy, * ghonan ine Engineer's Fitter 
Fed 3 3 Off Reo, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
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Gireert, Epwarp, West Luton, Beds, Grocer Feb 25at3 
Off Rec, Bridge st, Northampton “he 

Grirritn, Grorce WItsox, andsworth, Commission 
Feb 27 at 12 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Hatiwoop, Frepertck Witiiam, Warrington, 
Feb 27 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Harris, Aticta Anna, Leicester, Dressmaker Feb 25 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Hiaes, Curistopner, Hopesay, Salop, Farmer Feb 25 at 3 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Howe 1, James, St Brides Minor, nr Bridgend, Grocer Feb 
25 at 12.30 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Heuser, Tomas, Birmingham, Glass Dealer . Feb 25 at 12 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 2 


Grocer 


’ Heweurys, Wittiam, Newlyn in Paul, Cornwall, Fisherman 


Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 


‘eb 26 at 12 
Feb 27 at 11 Bank- 


Levy, Josren, Islington, Fruiterer 
ru bidgs, Carey st 

Sane, Eowarp, West Hartlepool 
Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 

Mippuerox, Joux, and Arraur Epwarp Biayp, Kettering, 
Northampton, Shoe Manufacturers Feb 27 at 2.30 
Royal Hotel, Kettering 

Moreans, Morcax, Ynysybwl, nr Pontypridd, Glam, Collier 
Feb 25 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Neweotp, Frepericx, Nottingham, Baker 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Newer, Fraxx, Todmorden, Innkeeper Feb 27 at 10.30 
Court House, Bank parade, Burnley 

Parker, Jonx, Moseley, Wores Feb 25 at 11 
tion st, Birmingham 

Price, Joux, Cleveland st, Fitzroy sq, Dairyman Feb 25 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Roserts, Stepney, Peckham, Draper Feb 26 at12 Bank- 
raptey bldgs, Carey st 

Sreipox, Epwarp, Broadway, Bexley Heath, Fruit Grower 
March 2 at 11.30 115, High st, Rochester 

Ssirn, Georcr Henry, Perry Barr, Staffs, Carpenter 
Feb 26 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Steeet, Tuomas, Pendleton, Clothier Feb 27 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Taperu, Wittiam Joux, Bare, nr Morecambe, Solicitor 
Feb 26 at 11.15 Off Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Tweep, Aeture, Greetland, nr Halifax, Dyer Feb 25 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Wuitiock, Evwts, Small Heath, Birmingham. Tin Plate 
Worker Feb 27 at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Witiimoxt, Artaur Jawes, Gt Yarmouth, Builder Feb 2s 
at 2.45 Star Hotel, Gt Yarmouth 

Youre. Revers, Derby, Builder Feb 25at11 Off Ree, 47, 
Full st, Derby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Asprews, Grorce, Sydenham, Letterpress Printer High 
Court Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

ARUNDALE, ALBERT, Alwoodley, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Asucrort, Jous Ricuarp, Midgehall, nr Preston, Lancs, 
Farmer Bolton Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Bacox, AtFrep Tuomas Gerorcr, Cleadon Old Hall, 
D , Market Gardener Newcastle on Tyne Pet 

Feb6 Ord Feb9 

Brapiey, Feepericx Joseen, Sheffield, Bookseller Sheffield 
Pet Jan5 Ord Febl4 

Beapiey, Joz Kare, New Mill, nr Huddersfield, Draper 
Huddersfield Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Buecker, Josep, Reddish, Stockport, Painter Stockport 
Pet Feb 11 Ord Feb 13 

Covrre, James Ocitvir, Harlesden, Baker High Court Pet 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 5 

Daveer, Joux, Scarborough, Scarborough 
Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

ve Bene, Epwarp, Bournemouth, Costumier Poole Pet 
Jan10 Ord Feb7 

Derriecp, Georce Axtuosy, West Tarring, Worthing, 
Builder Brighton Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 ? 

E.sox, Atrrep Grorcr, Bushey Heath, Herts, Builder 

A Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Err, Joz Wiiuiam, Moldgreen, Huddersfield, Commission 
Agent Huddersfield Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 

Fiesy, Grorce Witiiam, Bradford, Engineer's 
Bradford Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 : 

Feouu, Hexey Geonce, King st, Cheapside, Manager High 
Court Pet Dec 31 Ord Feb 13 

Gerrirus, Gerrrits, Criccieth, Carnarvon, Licensed Vict- 
ualler Portmaioc Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Guirritus, Joux, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Ord Feb 12 

Heaturieip, Ricuarpv, Leadenhall bldgs, Leadenhall st 
High Court Pet N Ord Feb 13 

Hirt, Wittiam Hexnr, Stockton on Tees, Refreshment 
house Keeper Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 12 Ord 
Feb 12 

Howr:rs, Daviv, Penydarren, Merthyr Tydfil, Labouret 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Jacksos, Witisam Janes, Burdett rd, Limehouse, Grocer 

gh Court Pet Febi4 Ord Feb 14 
Joses, Wittiam, Trawefynydd, Merioneth, Butcher Pore- 
oe Pet Febia Ord Feb 13 

Laut, Wiiuisn Beowsx Davinsox, North Shields, Grocer 
Neweastle on Tyne Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb9 

Lauressy, Lovis, Hampstead, Furniture Salesman 
Court Pet Pebis4 Ori Feb 4 


Feb 26 at 3 .Off 


Feb 25 at 12 


174, Corpora- 


Auctioneer 


Fitter 


Feb 12 





High 


Leumis, James Axustzoxc, and Oriver Janes Lruuis, | 
Chelinet Chelmsford Pet Feb 11 Ord | 


. ord, Builders 
Feb 11 

Misars, Joux, Faversham, Kent, General Warehouseman 
Co Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 12 

Moons, Rorret Witttau, Nortm, Yorks ER, Blacksmith 
Searborough Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 13 

Newer, VPeasx, Todmorden, Innkeeper Bornley Pet 
Dee Oni Feb 14 

Para, Lawersce Wittisu, Lowndes «1, Lieutenant High 
Court PA Dee 10 Ord Feb 11 : 


Parusxsos, Brxsauix, Rotherham, Yorks, Carter Shefficld | 


Pa Feb i2 Ord Feb 12 


| 
Pasrxz, Heeerer Aistxr, King William st High Coart | 


Pp Pa rd 199 Ord Feb 11 
£4202, Eoveet, Aberystwyth, Carligan, Painter Aberyst- 
wrth Pa rebhis Od bao i 


Petrson, Josren, Rosedale West, Yorks, Grocer Scar- 
borough Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 , 

PERCIVAL, JAMES, , Chester, Farmer Warrington 
Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 F 

Puituirs, Tszopore, Coleman st, Jeweller High Court 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 12 

RarcuirFe, Frepericr, Leigh, Lancs, Boot Dealer Bolton 
Pet Jan 15 Ord Feb 13 

Rocers, ALFRED Henry, Far Cotton, Northampton, Baker 





> - —= 

Garpriver, Rosert, Hafod, nr Pontypridd, Haulier Ponty. 
pridd Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 

Howarp, Taomas Cuarrer, Knighton, Radnor, ( 
Leominster Dec 31,1900 Adjud Jan 22, 19 
Rese and Annul Feb 9, 1903 

ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 















Northampton Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Rocers, Fanxy, Hastings, Widow Hastings Pet Dec 30 
Ord Feb 9 

Surrn, J R, Featherstone st, Grocer High Court Pet Nov 
17 Ord Feb 12 

Tuomas, Samvet Joun, Liverpool, Clothier Liverpool Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 

Topp, Wiittam, Ainsdale, Lancs, Builder Liverpool Pet 
Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Turner, JAMES Ricuarp Fiypen, Wolverton, Tailor North- 
ampton Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 12 

Warwick, Tuomas, Brampton, Cumberland, Contractor 
Carlisle Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Weserr, WitwiaAmM Heyry, Laira, Plymouth, Plasterer 
Plymouth Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 13 

Wuuirr, (male), Boscombe, Bournemouth, Jeweller Poole 
Pet Jan9 Ord Feb7 

Wittmost, Artsur James, Gt Yarmouth, Builder Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 12 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 

London Gazette of Feb 3: 

Payye, Jonny Marsuatt, Hammersmith, Milk Contractor 

High Court Pet Dee 31 Ord Jan 30 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 6: 
3arrox, Water, Wakefield, Pork Butcher Wakefield 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Carr, Joux, Accrington, Lancs Blackburn and Darya 
Adjud Aug 28, 1902 Annul Feb 9, 1903 












Where difficulty is experienced in procuring th 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it iy 
requested that application be made dircct 
the Publisher, at 27, Choncery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE Pap 
IN ADVANCE: Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL ani 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 5%, 
post-free (53 Nos. 1902-3). Soxrcrrons’ 
JOURNAL only, 26s. 6d. ; Country, 28s, 64,; 
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Foreign 31s. WERKLY REPORTER, in a 
Wrapper, 263. 6d.; Country or Foreiga, TH 
288. 6d. 






| Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
lam calf. 5s. 6d. 
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Sale Days for the Year 1903.—Messrs. 


{‘AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
i BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates have been 
fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copyhold, and 
Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, Shares, Life Interests, 
&e., at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
Other appointments for intermediate Sales can also be 
arranged. 
Thursday, February 26. Thursday, July 9. 
Thursday, March 12. Thursday, July 16. 
Thursday, March 26. Thursday, July 23. 
Thursday, July 30. 


Thursday, April 2. 

Thursday, April 23. Thursday, August 6. 

Thursday, May 7. Thursday, September 24. 

Thursday, May 14. Thursday, October 8. 

Thursday, May 21. Thursday, October 22. 

Thursday, June 4. Thursday, November 12. 

Tuesday, June 9. Thursday, November 26, 

Thursday, June 18. Thursday, December 3. 

Thursday, July 2. Thursday, December 10. 

A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published in 
the advertisement columns of “ The Times,” “ Standard,” 
and “‘ Morning Post’ every Saturday. 

Messrs. Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the Ist of 








every Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
LET OR SOLD, comprising landed and residential estates, 
| farms, freehold and leasehold houses, town and country 
building land, City offices and warehouses, ground-rents, 
and investments generally, which will be forwarded free 
of charge on application to their Offices, No. 29, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, E.C. 





} ’ ‘ 
K GYPTIAN HALL.—ENGLAND’S 
4 HOME OF MYSTERY. Established 30 years, 
Lessee and Manager, Mr. J. N. MASKELYNE. 
| The 20th Christmas Programme. Duily at 3and8, The 
most marvellous and the merriest entertainment yet pro- 
duced, including « new and original Magical Romance, 


entitled 
THE PHILOSOPHER'S STONE, 
Written and invented by Mr. Nevil Maskelyne. 
New Wonders by Herr Valadon. 
All the gema of Animated Photography. 
Reserved and numbered seata, 5a. and 2s.; unreserved 


| 20. bewt baloony in Loudon, Ix. Children under 12, half: 


price. 






Vi ESSRS. HERRING, SON, & DAW, 

7 AUCTIONEERS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUEBS, 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 

ITRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, E.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
Telephone Nos.—‘ 5964 Bank,’’ “ 130 Streatham.” 
Telegrams —* Oldest, London.” 


PULLeeE, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSELL, 
- 11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807. 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS 
OF 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY, 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES. 
Telegraphic Address—‘‘ Futter, Horsey, Loxpos.” 
Telephone No. 746 Avenvur. 


To Investors, Solicitors, and Trustees. 














































ig ASHLEY GORDON & C0. 
REGISTER contains particulars of sound Invest- 
ments for Sale Privately, ineluding Freehold and Leax- 
| hold Shop Property, Houses and Ground Rents, to sit 
| large or small buyers, also Building Land.-—Post free. 










Vendor's Solicitors are invited to send particulars. 


Orrices: 38, OLD BOND STREET, W. 


WILLIS, CROUCH, & LEE, 
AUCTIONEERS & SURVEYORS, 
29, BASINGHALL STREET, E.C, 
| ESTABLISHED :8g9, 

| Telegrams: “* Auctissima, London,” 

Telephone: 732 Oentrat, 



















